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AMENDING LOYALTY PROVISIONS OF NATIONAL 
DEFENSE EDUCATION ACT OF 1958 


WEDNESDAY, APRIL 29, 1959 
U.S. Senate, 


SUBCOMMITTEB ON EpucATION 
oF THE CoMMITTEE ON LaBoR AND PusBLic WELFARE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:05 a.m., in room 4232, 
New Senate Office Building, Hon. John F. Kennedy presiding. 

Present: Senators Kennedy (presiding) and Clark, members of the 
committee; and Congresswoman Green. 

Committee staff members present: Stewart E. McClure, chief clerk, 
and John S. Forsythe, general counsel. 

Senator Kennepy. The subcommittee will come to order. 

The first witness this morning will be Dr. Everett Case, president 
of Colgate University in Hamilton, N.Y., and chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Relationships of Higher Education to the Federal Govern- 
ment of the American Council on Education. 

Dr. Case, are you accompanied by Father Walsh or is he going to 
give a separate statement ? 

Mr. Cass. I think Father Walsh is representing the Association of 
American Colleges. 

Senator Kennepy. Before you start, the subcommittee has a brief 
statement, so just make yourself comfortable for a moment. 


STATEMENTS OF HON. JOHN F. KENNEDY AND HON. JOSEPH S. 
CLARK, U.S. SENATORS FROM THE STATES OF MASSACHUSETTS 
AND PENNSYLVANIA, RESPECTIVELY 


Senator Murray, who is chairman of the Education Subcommittee, 
is testifying this morning before the Appropriations Committee. He 
has asked me to express his regret at being unable to hear the testimony 
upon 8. 819. At his suggestion, I have agreed to act as chairman of 
this subcommittee during the hearings on this bill. 

Senator Clark, who has joined me in sponsoring the bill which is the 
subject of our hearings today, also joins me in the following state- 
ment. The bill eliminates from the National Defense Education Act 
of 1958, section 1001(£)—the so-called loyalty oath provision. 

This provision presently requires those scholars, scientists, teachers, 
mathematicians, and other students who apply for a loan or grant 
under this program to sign an oath of loyalty and to execute an afli- 
davit declaring that they do not believe in, belong to, or ope an 
organization which believes in or teaches the overthrow of the US. 
Government by force or by any illegal method. ‘This subsection 
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received very little attention when the National Defense Education 
Act passed the Congress last year. 

We understand it was inserted by the committee in a more limited 
form before the bill was reported out. When the provisions of 
the act to which it applied were stricken, however, it was suggested 
on the Senate floor that this provision be made applicable to every 
section of the act and that suggestion was accepted without any 
discussion. 

No thought was given to the question of how the section would 
be enforced, who would investigate the veracity of the affidavits, 
who would determine whether the students who did not belong to 
any subversize organization might have some proscribed belief, what 
constituted the belief of an organization, and under what circum- 
stances a method of overthrowing the Government was illegal. 

Nor was there any discussion of what danger to the Nation was 


being avoided by this requirement or why Congress was singling © 


out recipients of Federal loans for educational purposes and not 
those who received old-age benefits, crop loans, or other unrelated 
payments. 

Ve believe that the loyalty oath has no place in a program 
designed to encourage education. It is at variance with the declared 
purposes of the act in which it appears; it acts as a barrier to 
prospective students; and it is distasteful, humiliating, and unwork- 
able to those who must administer it. 

No one can quarrel with the principle that all Americans should 
be loyal citizens and should be willing to swear allegiance. But this 
is quite different from a doctrine which singles out students, who 
seek only to borrow money, as a group which must sign a rather 
vague a davit as to their beliefs as well as their acts, 

Such an affidavit is superfluous at best and discriminatory and 
subversive of the purposes of the act at worst. 

Entirely apart from these policy considerations, the section of the 
National Defense Education Act imposing the loyalty oath and affi- 
davit requirement is defective in that— 

(1) It imposes an impossible burden upon our educational insti- 
tutions to interpret the section, for each school may have a different 
concept of what is necessary to prove a “belief” in an organization 
which “believes” in the overthrow of the U.S. Government by “un- 
constitutiona] methods.” 

(2) It raises serious constitutional questions concerning its validity, 
for it seems to approve the concept that “belief” as opposed to overt 
action may be a basis for sanctions. 

(3) It creates grave problems of Federal control over the educa- 
tional process. 

For all these reasons, which go to the heart of the purpose, scope, 
and effect of our effort to improve our intellectual attainments, we 
are convinced it is in the best interests of our Nation to eliminate 
the loyalty oath provision from the National Defense Education Act. 

There is no precise way in which we can measure the harm this 
section is causing. At least seven colleges have refused to participate 
in the student loan program solely because of the affidavit require- 
ment. These colleges are Reed College in Oregon, Antioch College 
in Ohio, Goucher College in Maryland, Wilmington College in Ohio, 
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Swarthmore College in Pennsylvania, Haverford College in Pennsyl- 
vania, Bryn Mawr in Pennsylvania, and Sarah Lawrence College 
in New York. 

In addition, the provision is illustrative of an alarming tendency 
to legislate conformity. Several years ago in an address at New 
York University, Judge Learned Hand, one of the great jurists of 
our time, pointed out some of the considerations involved when in- 
quiries based upon vague notions of security are permitted to affect 
our individual liberties. He said: 

* * * Risk for risk, for myself I had rather take my chance that some 
traitors will escape detection than spread abroad a spirit of general suspicion 
and distrust, which accepts rumor and gossip in place of undismayed and 
unintimidated inquiry. I believe that that community is already in process 
of dissolution where each man begins to eye his neighbor as a possible enemy, 
where nonconformity with the accepted creed, political as well as religious, is 
a mark of disaffection; where denunciation, without specification of backing, 
takes the place of evidence; where orthodoxy chokes freedom of dissent; where 
faith in the eventual supremacy of reason has become so timid that we dare 
not enter our convictions in the open lists, to win or lose. 

Such fears as these are a solvent which can eat out the cement that binds 
the stones together; they may in the end subject us to a despotism as evil 
as any that we dread; and they can be allayed only in so far as we refuse 
to proceed on suspicion, and trust one another until we have tangible ground 
for misgiving. The mutual confidence on which all else depends can be main- 
tained only by an open mind and a brave reliance upon free discussion. 

I do not say that these will suffice; who knows but we may be on a slope 
which leads down to aboriginal savagery. But of this I am sure: If we are 
to escape, we must not yield a foot upon demanding a fair field and an 
honest race to all ideas. 

The sole justification for this requirement seems to be that it might 
revent a card-carrying member of the Communist Party from bene- 
ting from a loan for educational purposes made by the school and 

the Federal Government. I would doubt, however, that any mem- 
ber of a truly subversive organization would have the slightest hesi- 
tancy in perjuring himself. This provision does not keep such per- 
sons out of the program. But it may well eliminate those who 
resent the requirement, those who find it inconsistent with their ideals, 
those who are overapprehensive in their interpretation, those who 
are conscientiously opposed to test oaths, those who believe that there 
should be no restriction upon freedom of thought and freedom of 
belief. And those who are willing to sign such an affidavit are not 
always by that act necessarily proven to be more loyal or more tal- 
ented than those who do not sign. 

Our hope is that these hearings will permit us to examine whether 
this oath has helped achieve or has hindered the objectives of the 
National Defense Education Act. If the result has been the latter, 
we urge the approval of this bill by the committee and its early 
enactment. 

I offer for inclusion in the record at this point the bill itself, S. 819. 

(The bill and departmental reports thereon follow :) 


[S. 819, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the National Defense Education Act of 1958 in order to repeal certain 
provisions requiring affidavits of loyalty and allegiance 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 1001 of the National Defense 
Education Act of 1958 is amended by striking out subsection (f). 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 


Washington, D.C., May 5, 1959. 
Hon. Lister HI, 


Chairman, Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of February 5, 1959, 
requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 819, a bill to 
amend the National Defense Education Act of 1958 in order to repeal certain 
provisions requiring affidavits of loyalty and allegiance. 

This bill would repeal section 1001(f) of the National Defense Education 
Act, which provides that no funds available for expenditure under the act 
shall be used for payments or loans to any individual unless such individual 
(1) has executed and filed with the Commissioner of Education an affidavit 
that he does not believe in and does not belong to or support any organization 
that believes in or teaches the illegal overthrow of the U.S. Government, and 
(2) has taken an oath of allegiance to the United States. 

We do not believe that the section 1001(f) requirement is an effective method 
of preventing disloyal individuals from receiving payments under the act. 
Those persons whom the requirement is designed to reach would, in our view, 
have little or no hesitancy in signing the oath and affidavit. 

In addition, the requirement appears to single out a special group—teachers 
and students—as objects of particular suspicion as to their loyalty to the 
United States, a suspicion which we do not think is warranted and which 
a large part of our educational community finds repugnant. 

For 9 years an identical oath and affidavit have been required of scholarship 
and fellowship recipients under the National Science Foundation Act of 1950. 
We understand that there have been no prosecutions under the provisions of 
that act. This suggests that such a requirement in the context of the National 
Science Foundation’s scholarship and fellowship programs and the National 
Defense Education Act does not make contribution to national security. 

For these reasons we concur with the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare in recommending approval of S. 819. 

Sincerely yours, 
Purtuie 8. HUGHES, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
May 4, 1959. 
Hon. Lister Hm1, 


Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, U.S. Senate, Washing- 
ton D.C. 


DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of February 5, 
1959, for a report on S. 819, a bill to amend the National Defense Education Act 
of 1958 in order to repeal certain provisions requiring affidavits of loyalty and 
allegiance. 

The bill would strike section 1001(f) of the National Defense Education Act 
of 1958, thereby eliminating the requirement that an individual who receives 
payments or loans under the act (1) execute and file with the Commissioner of 
Education an affidavit that he does not believe in and does not belong to or sup- 
port any organization that believes in or teaches the illegal overthrough of the 
Government, and (2) take an oath of allegiance to the United States. 

I believe that the provisions should be repealed for the following reasons: 

1. Persons responsible for the administration of this act would have been able 
to deny funds to persons who were identified as persons who themselves believe 
in or who belong to or support organizations that believe in or teach the over- 
throw of the Government by force or violence, even though this provision had 
never been inserted. It is clear that such persons are not entitled to and should 
not receive funds from the U.S. Government under the provisions of this act. 

2. Requiring persons who receive funds under this act to sign an affidavit and 
an oath of allegiance will not uncover or deter any persons who themselves be- 
lieve in, or who belong to organizations that believe in, or teach, the overthrow 
of the Government by force or violence. Such persons have no scruples about 
signing such an affidavit and taking such an oath. 
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3. The inclusion of this requirement in the National Defense Education Act 
singles out educators and students for special treatment without making a con- 
tribution to national security. 

It has been alleged that this provision can make a contribution to our internal 
security in that if a person who advocates the overthrow of our Government by 
force or violence signs this affidavit, he can then be prosecuted for perjury. I 
believe that, if a person receiving assistance under this act is identified as a per- 
son who is in violation of our internal security laws, he should be prosecuted 
immediately under the laws designed directly and specifically for such offenses. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 


ARTHUR §S. FLEMMING, Secretary. 


Before beginning the hearings, I should like to offer for the record 
communications which the committee has received from President 
Pusey of Harvard, President Griswold of Yale University, President 
Goheen of Princeton, President Cole of Amherst, President Creese 
of Drexel Institute of Technology, President Benezet of Colorado 
College, President Lockmiller of the University of Chattanooga, the 
Chicago Area Council of the American Association of University 
Professors, President W. R. Davies of Wisconsin State College, and 
President E. N. Peterson of the Wisconsin State College chapter of 
the American Association of University Professors. 

(The communications referred to follow > 


HARVARD UNIVERSITY 
Cambridge, Mass., April 28, 1959. 
Senator JoHN F. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Education, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Mr. CHAIRMAN: I greatly appreciate the the opportunity you and you com- 
mittee have given me to make a statement on the Kennedy-Clark bill to amend 
the National Defense Education Act of 1958 by eliminating the affidavit and 
oath requirements now contained in section 1001, subsection (f). 

Without raising the question of the constitutionality of this aspect of the act, 
about which there has been some doubt expressed, I should like to draw your 
attention to the central reason that makes the requirement so unpalatable to 
the administrations, faculties, and student bodies of our colleges. 

This requirement appears to them a direct personal affront. It also seems to 
them that, in adding it, the legislators have shown a lamentable lack of faith 
in American youth. The Congress has singled out college people alone as a 
special group and then said to them by implication, “We are not sure you are 
fine loyal Americans. As a matter of fact, we rather think you are not.” Such 
an implication is utterly unfair to those same young people on whom the future 
of the country so largely depends, and who in event of war would, of course, 
as fliers, soldiers, sailors, and marines, have to carry more than a full share 
of the responsibility for our national safety. To make this requirement of our 
young people—and of no others in our country—demanding affidavits that they 
are good loyal Americans before they may borrow money from the Government 
or enjoy the Government's fellowships seems both rude and unworthy of the 
Congress. 

Please notice I am not speaking about normally required affirmations of 
loyalty. I am convinced that not one of the young people in our colleges would 
object, unless for religious reasons, to affirming his allegiance to his flag and 
to his country. This is something any citizen is glad to do, voluntarily and 
proudly, when he takes public office or enters the military service. Patriotism, 
love of country, is a privilege. Our history has shown this time and time 
again. But, similarly, history has given us numerous examples of the useless- 
ness of oaths to the intentionally disloyal, has illustrated that oaths can even 
be used as convenient means of concealing the ulterior motives of those who 
would defy the law. To use oaths as a test of loyalty or of religious belief has 
been historically repugnant to Americans because the purpose of such tests can 
so often be distorted into a restriction of constitutional liberties. 
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While there have been demands from some quarters that Harvard assume a 
‘public posture of refusing Government funds available under the act in question, 
our university has not done so. The Harvard administration applauds the high 
motives which prompted Congress to pass the National Defense Educational 
Act. It believes that educational institutions should be grateful for this evi- 
dence of increasing congressional concern for higher education, and for the 
possibility of a greatly enlarged program in years to come. 

Harvard has accepted its relatively small apportionment of loan fund money 
and has been pleased to have it. Harvard students have complied with the 
law. But their compliance, and that of students elsewhere, has been obtained 
at the expense of their own self-respect and of their opinion of the fairminded- 
ness and wisdom of the Congress. They quite rightly conclude that the affidavit 
and oath requirements are vague in intent, useless in effect, inappropriate in 
context, and insulting by implication to the very group the Congress seeks to 
encourage. 

I respectfully urge your committee to recommend the elimination of this 
odious section of the lay. 

NATHAN M. Pusey, President. 


PRINCETON UNIVERSITY, 
Princeton, N.J., April 28, 1959. 
Senator James E. Murray, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Education, 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DeAR SENATOR MurkAY: In response to your request, I am sending you here- 
with a written statement to be placed in the record on the opending day of the 
public hearing on bill S. 819. : 

May I say again that I appreciate the invitation to appear before the Senate's 
Subcommittee on Education. I regret that other engagements have made it 
impossible for me to be present. 

Sincerely, 


Rosert F. GoHEEN. 
STATEMENT BY Rosert F. GOHEEN, PRESIDENT OF PRINCETON UNIVERSITY 


The distinguished members of the Subcommittee on Education are undoubtedly 
aware of the deep and growing concern which has been generated in the American 
academic community by the oath of allegience and the disclaimer oath required 
by the National Defense Education Act of 1958. 

I share this concern because I firmly believe that the imposition of these two 
oaths, but particularly the disclaimer clause, strongly infers, first, that American 
institutions of higher learning have not fulfilled their centuries-old responsibility 
to select and support students of loyalty and integrity, and second, that American 
college students, as a group, are particularly suspect of disloyalty as opposed to 
the general citizenry. 

As indicated, my basic concern is with the disclaimer affidavit since its effects 
seem to me negative in every sense and I do not believe it is sound in principle. 
Beyond this, the requirement of loyalty oaths, while well intentioned and assumed 
in any relationship of employment within the Government, appears to me to be 
unfortunate when imposed as a compulsory procedure upon institutions which 
have long sustained a position of trust and responsibility in the selection of 
students for scholarships and other aid. The universities and colleges cooperat- 
ing with the Government in assisting students under the act are investing far 
more of their own funds, including often funds under longstanding deeds of gift, 
than are provided by the Government. The imposition of an oath procedure, 
repeated each time aid is given, not only adds a cumbersome ritual to carefully 
administered programs, but gives an appearance, which may not be justified, of 
added protection against persons of doubtful loyalty. 

The imposition of a disclaimer oath has the further effect of inferring that 
selected young persons upon whom this country depends for its future leader- 
ship are peculiarly liable to be disloyal to their country. Strangely it singles 
out students as suspect above other beneficiaries of Federal aid, as, for ex- 
ample, farmers who receive several billions of dollars annually under the Gov- 
ernment’s farm-subsidy program. And, among students, it is required only of 
those who must seek financial aid and not of those who can afford to go it 
alone. These two discriminatory aspects of the requirement seem to me very 
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hard to justify. Furthermore, in addition to suggesting reason for doubt con- 
cerning thousands of loyal and dedicated students, the disclaimer oath remains 
a most uncertain instrument for the elimination of the very exceptional appli- 
cant whose loyalty may be subject to question. 

We need to expand greatly the opportunities for higher education for young 
persons of talent. Self-fulfillment is an American ideal. The country cannot 
waste its most precious resource. The Government of the United States has 
made a great step forward in the recognition of its role in assuring opportunity 
for all who can profit by higher education. It seems unfortunate that such a 
forward step should be the occasion of doubt—doubt concerning the responsi- 
bility of our institutions of higher education, and doubt concerning the loyalty 
of those they seek to help along the road to greater service to their country. 


COLORADO SPRINGS, CoLo., April 21, 1959. 
JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman Subcommittee on Education, 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 


Sincerely regret inability to come testify on 8.819 but schedule makes this 
impossible. Believe position Association of American Colleges, Theodore Dist- 
ler, director, will contain my views which are of course strongly in favor of 
repealing these provisions singling out and impugning by implication American 
higher education. 

Louis T. BENEZET, 
President, Colorado College. 


NORTHAMPTON, MaAss., April 23, 1959. 
Senator JAMES E. MuRRAY, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Education, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 


Thank you for invitation to appear before your subcommittee April 29. 
Unfortunately firm commitments here in New England prevent my going to 
Washington that day. Can sum up my views by saying oath of allegiance 
not improper in National Defense Education Act but disclaimer affidavit both 
invidious and ineffective and should be eliminated on both grounds. Thank 
you for invitation. 


CHARLES W. COLE. 


PHILADELPHIA, Pa., April 24, 1959. 
Senator J'AMES E. MurrRAy, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Education, 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


Cannot attend hearings April 29 on amondment to National Defense Act. 
Earnestly recommend deletion of requirement of affidavits of loyalty and 
allegiance. If requirement were limited to loyalty oath only, that in my opinion 
would not be objectionable. 

JAMES CREESE, 
Drevel Institute of Technology. 





CHATTANOOGA, TENN., April 27, 1959. 
Senator JAMES E. MurrRa«y, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


Regret that absence from city delayed reply to your telegram April 21. Fur- 
ther, sincerely regret that I cannot attend public hearing on bill to amend the 
National Defense Education Act. 

I respectfully urge that the disclaimer affidavit be repealed. I have no 
personal objection to a loyalty oath but do not believe it will accomplish the 
ends desired and since this requirement is an affront to many loyal citizens and 
raises questions concerning the loyalty and freedom of our colleges I believe the 
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act will be stronger and more effective if the loyalty oath requirement is also 
repealed. 

The Congress can depend on the loyalty and cooperation of American colleges 
and universities in working with the FBI and the Federal courts and agencies 
to identify and prosecute subversives. The present act does not deter the few 
who are disloyal and it unwisely reflects on or raises questions in the minds of 
millions of loyal Americans who consistently and wholeheartedly support and 
defend our Nation. 


Davin A. LOCKMILLER. 


YALE UNIVERSITY, 
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 


New Haven, Conn., April 24, 1959. 
Hon. JAMES BE. Murray, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Education, 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR SENATOR Murray: In accordance with the telegram I sent you today, I 
enclose herewith a copy of President Griswold’s December 19 statement con- 


cerning the affidavit and oath required by the National Defense Education 
Act. 


Sincerely yours, 


CATHERINE J. TILSON, 
Executive Assistant. 


YALE UNIVERSITY, 
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 


New Haven, Conn., December 19, 1958. 
Hon. ARTHUR 8. FLEMMING, 


Secretary, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. SECRETARY: May I commend your statement as reported by the As- 
sociated Press on December 15 concerning the affidavit and oath required by 
the National Defense Education Act of 1958? 

It seems to me that there are four main reasons why those of us who par- 
ticipate in the educational process, whether as students or teachers, dislike 
such measures; and that if these reasons could be more generally understood 
it might help matters. The first reason is that we recall many instances in 
the long history of the education process in which it has been distorted and dis- 
rupted by forces operating under the shelter of test oaths. This knowledge 
has imbued us with an instinctive dislike of such oaths that is not unnatural in 
the circumstances and should be understandable to persons familiar with his- 
tory. Moreover, our instinctive dislike is fortified by reasoned objections such 
as that of the Supreme Court in ex parte Garland in 1867 when the Court 
declared “All enactments of this kind partake of the nature of bills of pains 
and penalties, and are subject to the constitutional inhibitions against the pass- 
age of bills of attainder, under which general designation they are included.” 
In our eyes such measures are at best odious symbols, at worst a potential 
threat to our profession. 

In the second place, as you yourself have pointed out, it is hard to under- 
stand why anyone should believe such oaths to be efficacious as public safe- 
guards. Far from deterring real transgressors, they offer them a convenient 
cloak for their intentions and transgressions. In this respect they are worse 
than futile. They tend to alienate the good will of the loyal citizen without 
gaining a corresponding advantage in protecting the public against the actions 
or intentions of the disloyal. They give the public a false sense of security 
which, if it became too literal and too strong, might lead to our undoing. 

Thirdly, it is our conviction that belief cannot be coerced or compelled. On 
this principle the Russian novelist, Boris Pasternak, whose treatment by his 
own government with respect to the Nobel Prize has been the object of indignant 
protest in the United States, has recently spoken eloquently in his novel, “Dr. 
Zhivago” : 

“T think that if the beast who sleeps in man could be held down by threats— 
any kind of threat, whether of jail or of retribution after death—then the 
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highest emblem of humanity would be the lion tamer in the circus with his whip, 
not the prophet who sacrificed himself. But don’t you see, this is just the 
point—what has for centuries raised man above the beast is not the cudgel but 
an inward music: the irresistible power of unarmed truth, the powerful at- 
traction of its example.” 

Thus we feel—and we think the overwhelming majority of those who have 
ever had any experience in teaching students of any age will agree with us— 
that belief in the rightness of our cause which assumes the positive form of 
loyalty to the United States, its Constitution and its laws, can only be won by 
the powerful attraction of unarmed truth implicit in the educational process. 
It cannot be induced or assured by oaths exacted in advance as conditions to 
participation in this process. 

Finally, oaths and affidavits of this sort are especially distasteful when they 
are required of young people who are just entering upon the most important 
phase of their educational experience. They seem to represent a lack of con- 
fidence in those young people and in their future, as well as in the educational 
process itself. Since they were first embodied in early colonial laws and later 
made explicit in the teachings and writings of Adams and Jefferson, the right 
of all Americans to be educated up to the limit of their native ability accord- 
ing to the principle of equal opportunity, and the necessity of providing for such 
education, have been fundamental articles of our national democratic faith. 
To attach such conditions to this faith as now appear, particularly in the nega- 
tive affidavit under section 1001(f) (1), seems like a loss of faith in the faith 
itself. It seems to say to these young people upon whose education our very 
survival as a nation depends that we do not trust them and are not even sure 
that their education will contribute to our security. 

In the normal course of events it would be natural to expect that, as the Na- 
tional Defense Education Act becomes operative, it will undergo revision and 
improvement through the process of amendment. I hope very much that in this 
process the requirement of the affidavit and oath may receive further con- 


sideration, and I again commend you for calling this matter to the attention of 
the public. 


Believe me, 
Respectfully yours, 


A. WHITNEY GRISWOLD. 


CHICAGO AREA COUNCIL, 
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS, 


April 28, 1959. 
Senator JoHn F. KENNEDY, 


Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 


Deak SENATOR KENNEDY: The Chicago Area Council of the American Associa- 
tion of University Professors, consisting of delegates from various college and 
university chapters within the Chicago metropolitan area, voted on Monday, 
April 13: 

(1) To disapprove the disclaimer affidavit contained in the National Ed- 
ucation Defense Act of 1958, title X, section 1001(f) (1) ; 

(2) To support the principle of repeal of the disclaimer affidavit require- 
ment, contained in House of Representatives bills Nos. 284, 2332, and 2437, 
and Senate bill 819. 

By this vote the Chicago Area Council officially goes on record in support of 
the action of the national body of the American Association of University Pro- 
fessors in opposing the disclaimer affidavit. Numerous chapters in the area have 
done the same. 

The council most strongly urges you to support the repeal of this provision, 
which acts in derogation of the teaching profession, and respectfully requests 
that you inform other Members of Congress of its action and of its very strong 


wish that they, too, support the repeal of the affidavit provision. 
Yours sincerely, 


Pavut B. JOHNSON, 
Corresponding Secretary, Chicago Area Council. 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOoOvusE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., May 8, 1959. 


COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN : Enclosed are two letters from college presidents in my district, 
I will appreciate your incorporating these in the hearings held on the discon- 
tinuance of the loyalty oath in national defense scholarship loans. 
Sincerely yours, 


LESTER JOHNSON. 


THE STATE OF WISCONSIN, 
WISCONSIN STATE COLLEGE, 


Eau Claire Wis., February 16, 1959. 
Representative LesTeER JOHNSON, 


House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. JOHNSON: We at the Wisconsin State College at Eau Claire ap- 
preciate very much the sizable amount of money allocated by the Federal Gov- 
ernment to this college for the loaning of money to students to enable them to 
complete their preparation for teaching. I am sure that it will prove to be a 
real aid to students of low income families, but with high potential as teachers. 

One provision of the Federal loan fund should, in my humble opinion be 
changed at once. 

The unnecessary and distasteful loyalty oath should immediately be elimi- 
nated. If there are any Communists around they would be the first to sign such 
an affidavit. President Gould of Carleton certainly summed it up when he said, 
“We loan $6 billion to farmers and never ask them to sign any such statement”, 
I have complete confidence in our students, and do not believe we should be 
suspicious of them. 

We trust that you will give this matter your attention and support an amend- 
ment to the act deleting the loyalty oath. 

I shall be pleased to receive your reaction to this letter. 

Sincerely yours, 


W. R. Davies, President. 


WISCONSIN STATE COLLEGE, 


River Falls, Wis., May 5, 1959. 
Hon. LESTER JOHNSON, 


House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak Mr. JoHNSON: I am forwarding to you a copy of a resolution adopted 
unanimously by the River Falls Chapter of the American Association of Uni- 
versity Professors on April 9, 1959. Our group strongly desired to add its voice 
to the rising protest against the loyalty oath provision of the National Defense 
Act of 1958. 

We hope our action will call again to your attention the implications of this 


Federal action, a move contrary to the best in the American tradition. 
Sincerely, 


BD. N. PETERSON, 
President, American Association of University Professors. 


Here met in solemn conclave, may it be known that the chapter of the 
American Association of University Professors, River Falls, doth hereby adopt, 
to wit: a resolution, declarative of the sentiments of the aforesaid chapter 
on matters of weighty import, therefore be it known: 

Resolved, That those provisions of the National Defense Act of 1958 requiring 
that students seeking loans under the terms of the act execute and file an 
affidavit that they do not believe in, are not members of, and do not support 
any organization that believes in or teaches the overthrow of the United States 
Government by force or violence or by any illegal or unconstitutional means is 


unwise, discriminatory, and inconsistent with constitutional freedoms traditional 
in this country. 
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(1) This requirement singles out college students as a class and requires a 
test of loyalty not imposed upon the people of this country generally, thus 
imputing that students as a group are particularly susceptible to disloyal 
beliefs and actions. 

(2) Such a disclaimer, given in the form of a “test oath,” is not only a 
violation of the American tradition against such requirements, but lays the 
student open to possible criminal liability for what may well have been per- 
fectly innocent and honest associations. 

(3) Such an oath implies that there is a body of safe, orthodox belief that 
all should share who wish to be considered as good and loyal Americans. 
Such an approach is more consistent with the practices of a totalitarian or 
authoritarian society than that of a democratic society based upon the principle 
that freemen may hold a variety of beliefs and convictions. 

We submit that the interests of national security as well as the cause of 
higher education in the United States will be better served by the deletion of 
the oath requirement of the National Defense Act. 


Senator Kennepy. The announcement of these hearings will be 
printed at this point. 


SENATOR MURRAY ANNOUNCES HEARINGS UPON THE LOYALTY OATH AMENDMENT 
TO THE NATIONAL DEFENSE EDUCATION ACT 


Senator James E. Murray, Democrat of Montana, today announced that his 
Subcommittee on Education of the Labor and Public Welfare Committee would 
hold hearings on April 29 on the Kennedy-Clark bill to strike from the 
National Defense Education Act the provision requiring students to take a 
loyalty oath and file a disclaimer affidavit regarding membership in organiza- 
tions which believe in the overthrow of the government by illegal methods. It 
was announced that Senator Kennedy would probably serve as chairman of 
the subcommittee. 

This provision of the National Defense Education Act has aroused wide- 
spread protests from student and faculty groups throughout the country. At 
least seven universities have refused to participate in the program because of 
the requirement that this oath and affidavit be signed by every student who 
received a loan. The universities refusing to participate are Haverford College, 
Bryn Mawr College, Swarthmore College, Princeton University, Reed College, 
Mills College, and Antioch College. 

Senator Kennedy commented: “I am delighted that hearings are being held 
so promptly. This improves the prospects for action at this session. If the 
objectives of the National Defense Education Act are to be achieved, it is 
important that we eliminate as quickly as possible such obstacles to education 
and scientific training as the loyalty oath and disclaimer affidavit. Without 
adding to our national security this provision has subtracted from the available 
educational opportunity.” 

Senator Murray, in issuing the announcement, invited all interested persons 
who wished to testify or to submit a statement to communicate with the clerk 
of the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 


Senator Kennepy. A statement by Senator Hubert Humphrey will 
be printed at this point. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 


May 5, 1959. 
Hon. JAMES BE. Murray, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Education, 
Labor and Public Welfare Committee, U.S. Senate. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Enclosed is a statement which I have prepared in 


support of S. 819, a bill to repeal section 1001(f) of the National Defense 
Education Act. 


I would appreciate it very much if you would have this statement made 
part of the printed record of the subcommittee’s hearing. 
Sincerely yours, 


Huppert H. HUMPHREY. 
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR Husert H. HUMPHREY 


Mr. Chairman, I welcome this opportunity to testify in behalf of S. 819 for 
repeal of section 1001(f) of the National Defense Education Act. 

This provision requires an affidavit disclaiming any belief in overthrow of the 
U.S. Government by force or violence or by any illegal or unconstitutional 
methods. It also requires a disclaimer of membership in or support for any 
organization that supports such action. 

Thousands of young people seeking loans, fellowships, and grants to carry on 
their education would be affected by this provision. They are singled out as 
objects of suspicion in a shameful manner—unworthy of our American tradition 
of freedom. 

Not only students, but teachers getting assistance under this act are subject 
to the loyalty oath and subversive disclaimer requirement 

The pursuit of truth to the frontiers of knowledge in the physical and social 
sciences—the creative imagination in the arts and literature—the spirit of 
adventure in young, inquiring minds—these are essential to academic freedom 
and they are essential to the progress of our free American society. I believe 
the disclaimer requirement of section 1001(f) is phrased in such vague, ambig- 
uous language that it will inhibit and repress the free, inquiring inventive spirit 
which has made our country great. 

Quite apart from the humiliation section 1001(f) imposes on scholars and 
teachers, it accomplishes nothing. Any Communist subversive would take the 
oath and would deny any connection with subversive groups without the slight- 
est hesitation. 

A significant number of college presidents and other prominent academic 
officials have joined in opposing this requirement of the National Defense Edu- 
cation Act. I urge the members of this committee to act favorably on S. 819, 
and I commend this bill to my Senate colleagues for favorable action. 


Senator Crark. Mr. Chairman, I should like to associate myself 
with the remarks you just made with respect to why you and I 
introduced this bill. 

To me this is a matter of conscience in which an unfair requirement 
has been placed on the youth of America as a condition to obtainin 
aid under the National Defense Education Act. I am sure you wind 
agree that while we want to listen to all the testimony and our minds 
are not closed on this subject, on the other hand, superficiously it seems 
to me, as I am sure it does to you, that speedy action should be urged 
on the Senate and House of Representatives to repeal what seems at 
first glance to be an unwise, unsound, and unfair requirement. 

I know that we will listen to the testimony with great interest and 
I thank you for taking the leadership in this matter. 

Senator Kennepy. Thank you, Senator. 

Now, Doctor, it is a pleasure to have you here. Would you proceed 
in the way most satisfactory to you. 





STATEMENT OF EVERETT N. CASE, PRESIDENT OF COLGATE 
UNIVERSITY 


Mr. Case. Mr. Chairman, and Senator Clark, I am Everett N. Case, 
and I am president of Colgate University. I am also appearing as the 
chairman and authorized representative of the Committee on Relation- 
ships of Higher Education to the Federal Government, of the 
American Council on Education. 

The council membership includes 143 educational organizations and 
1,038 institutions, among them nearly all the accredited colleges, uni- 
versities and junior colleges in the United States. 

In both capacities, Mr. Chairman, I welcome the invitation to testify 
before this committee, and to do it in the presence of its distinguished 
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authors, on the Kennedy-Clark bill, S. 819, which proposes to amend 
the National Defense Education Act of 1958 by deleting subsection (f) 
of section 1001 of title X. 

Senator Kennepy. It might be well, Doctor, if you could include 
in the record at this point the members of the Committee on 
the Relationships of Higher Education to the Federal Government. 

Mr. Casz. I will be very glad to do that. 

Do you wish me to read them ? 
on KenNepy. No, just turn them over for the record, if you 
will. 

Mr. Cass. I think the record will show this is a very representative 

roup. 

(‘The membership list referred to follows :) 


COMMITTEE ON RELATIONSHIPS OF HIGHER EDUCATION TO THE FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT, AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION 


Everett N. Case, president, Colgate University, Hamilton, N.Y., chairman. 

Hurst R. Anderson, president, American University, Washington, D.C. 

Conrad Bergendoff, president, Augustana College, Rock Island, IL 

John T. Caldwell, president, University of Arkansas, Fayetteville, Ark. 

Carter Davidson, president, Union College, Schenectady, N.Y. 

John A. Hannah, president, Michigan State University, East Lansing, Mich. 

Herold C. Hunt, Eliot professor of education, Graduate School of Education, 
Harvard University, 20 Oxford Street, Cambridge 38, Mass. 

Katharine E. McBride, president, Bryn Mawr College, Bryn Mawr, Pa. 

Deane W. Malott, president, Cornell University, Ithaca, N.Y. 

John F. Meck, vice president, Dartmouth College, Hanover, N.H. 

Tom L. Popejoy, president, University of New Mexico, Albuquerque, N. Mex. 

Edward B. Rooney, 8. J. (Reverend), president, Jesuit Educational Association, 
49 East 84th Street, New York 28, N.Y. 

R. F. Thomason, dean of admissions and records, University of Tennessee, 
Knoxville, Tenn. 

Robert W. Van Houten, president, Newark College of Engineering, Newark, N.J. 

J. B. Young, president, Jones County Junior College, Ellisville, Miss. 

Arthur S. Adams, ex officio president, American Council on Education. 

Charles G. Dobbins, secretary, staff associate, American Council on Education. 

Raymond F. Howes, senior consultant, staff associate, American Council on 
Education. 


Mr. Case. At the time this bill was introduced I was neither chair- 
man nor a member of the Committee of the American Council on Ed- 
ucation. In writing Senator Kennedy, as I did on February 3, my 
cordial endorsement of the proposed amendment, I was expressing my 
personal views as a citizen and as an educator. 

Senator Kennedy has given me his permission to read this letter 
into the record which, with your indulgence, I shall now do. 

Senator Kennepy. Would you care to have it placed in the record, 
Doctor, as read, or do you wish to read it ? 

Mr. Case. I might read one or two paragraphs, Senator, because 
it is the gist of what I do want to say today. 

Senator Kennepy. Very well. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


CoLGATE UNIVERSITY, 
Hamilton, N.Y., February 3, 1959. 


Hon. JoHn F. KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Senator: Having been greatly troubled by the inclusion of title X, 
section 1001(f) in the otherwise constructive Public Law 85-864 of the 85th 
Congress, I am delighted to learn that you have introduced a bill to delete this 
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section from the law. While as an American I, for one, am prepared to take 
the oath of allegiance under any appropriate circumstances, I am astonished 
and dismayed by the notion that such an oath can appropriately be required 
as a prerequisite for borrowing money—least of all to finance education. 

No doubt the honorable Senator who proposed this amendment and those 
who voted for it sought by this means to assure the taxpayers that no part of 
their funds would be used to educate subversives. While the objective is 
entirely understandable, surely, anyone who believes that the means are well 
calculated to achieve it is forgetting that a convinced Communist or subversive 
is unlikely to have any scruples whatever about subscribing to the oath. 
Moreover, if those insisting on the oath had any confidence in its effectiveness, 
the disclaimer which precedes it (sec. 1001(f) (1), becomes at best superfluous 
as (at worst) it seems to me both discriminatory and subversive. 

I do not make these characterizations lightly. The insistence not merely 
upon the affirmative oath of allegiance but on a specific disclaimer of unorthodox 
belief seems to me subversive first of the purpose of the act itself, as set forth 
in the declaration of policy under title I, section 101. In my view, it also estab- 
lishes a precedent which could be subversive of the basic American tenet that 
belief, as opposed to overt action, is private and inviolable. 

Nor is it difficult to establish the discriminatory nature of these provisions. 
Confident as I am that this was furthest from the intention of the Congress, the 
fact remains that as the law now stands the disclaimer and the oath are 
required only of those young men and women who find it necessary to borrow 
Federal funds to attend the college of their choice, and not of those whose finan- 
cial resources make such borrowing unnecessary. This surely is a situation 
which no Congress—and, indeed, no Senator or Representative—can tolerate, 
once attention has been drawn to it. It follows that unless and until we are 
prepared (God forbid) to require such oaths and disclaimers of all applicants 
for admission to our colleges, there would seem to be no place whatever for such 
requirements in Federal aid programs of this kind. In moving to delete them 
from the present law, you are performing a public service which deserves, as 
I am sure it will command, broad bipartisan support. 

Very truly yours, 
EVERETT CASE, 


Mr. Case. In this letter, I say among other things: 


While as an American I, for one, am prepared to take the oath of allegiance 
under any appropriate circumstances, I am astonished and dismayed by the 
notion that such an oath can appropriately be required as a prerequisite for 
borrowing money—at least of all to finance education. 


I add that if those insisting on the loyalty oath in this contention 
had confidence in its effectiveness, the disclaimer oath which precedes 
it becomes at best superfluous as, at worst, it seems to me both dis- 
criminatory and subversive. 

I add that it seems to me subversive first of the purpose of the act 
itself, as set forth in the declaration of policy under title I, section 
101. In my view, it also establishes a precedent which could be 
subversive of the basic American tenet that belief, as opposed to overt 
action, is private and inviolable. 

I ane like to read the final paragraph, with your indulgence: 


Nor is it difficult to establish the discriminatory nature of these provisions. 
Confident as I am that this was furthest from the intention of the Congress, 
the fact remains that as the law now stands the disclaimer and the oath are 
required only of these young men and women who find it necessary to borrow 
Federal funds to attend the college of their choice, and not of those whose finan- 
cial resources make such borrowing unnecessary. This surely is a situation 
which no CongresS—and, indeed, no Senator or Representative—can tolerate, 
once attention has been drawn to it. It follows that unless and until we are 
prepared (God forbid.) to require such oaths and disclaimers of all applicants 
for admission to our colleges, there would seem to be no place whatever for 
such requirements in Federal aid programs of this kind. In moving to delete 
them from the present law, you are performing a public service which deserves, 
as I am sure it will command, broad bipartisan support. 
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So much, Mr. Chairman, for my personal views. Far more important 
are the views of my colleagues who comprise the American Council’s 
committee on which I now have the honor to serve as chairman. 

Prior to my joining this committee, it had given serious considera- 
tion to title X, subsection (f) of section 1001 of the National Defense 
Education Act with respect both to the affirmative oath of allegiance 
and especially the disclaimer of unorthodox subversive belief which 
that section required our colleges and universities to administer to all 
students applying for a loan under the act. It will be recognized, Mr. 
Chairman, that in the long and heartening experience of American 
higher education with programs designed to help promising students 
finance their education, such requirements were new and startling. 
They are disturbing to educators, however, for intrinsic reasons as 
well—more especially the section which required any proposed 
beneficiary to disclaim certain beliefs. 

Aside from the appropriateness of such requirements as part of a 
Federal program designed to broaden educational opportunities, our 
faculties and their administrative officers were greatly disturbed first, 
by this evident invasion of the privacy of an individual’s belief, espe- 
cially as applied to our youth, and also by the circumstance that such 
requirements were applicable only to those who stood in need of such 
financial aid as the act provides 

It is a matter of record, to which you have already called attention, 
Mr. Chairman, that certain distinguished colleges and universities 
have declined to participate in the program rather than become a party 
to the administration of the loyalty and particularly the disclaimer 
oaths stipulated in the act. Others have agreed to participate but only 
with the proviso that they shall make all appropriate efforts to secure 
the deletion of these requirements. 

Accordingly, at its meeting on December 16, 1958, the American 
Council’s committee, of which I subsequently became a member, took 
cognizance of this widespread concern with respect to the disclaimer 
and loyalty oath requirements of the National Defense Education 
Act, and after pointing out that the provision impinges on the institu- 
tion’s right to select its own students and in effect gives the Govern- 
ment control over admissions, voted unanimously— 

1. To support the elimination of the disclaimer oath required in 
section 1001(f) (1), title X. 

2. To authorize a study of the entire question of loyalty oath 
requirements in the National Defense Education Act, and the prepara- 
tion of an appropriate resolution for consideration by the committee. 
The committee also commended Secretary Flemming for his strong 
and compelling statement urging the elimination of these sections of 
the act. 

At a subsequent meeting, on February 10, 1959 (with the present 
witness presiding), the American Council’s Committee on Relation- 
ships of Higher Education to the Federal Government gave further 
consideration to the question; and after taking into account the 
positions expressed by such representative groups as the American 
Association of University Professors, the Association of Land-Grant 
Colleges, and the Committee on Legislation of the Association of 
American Colleges, took action as follows: 


Having reviewed the action taken at its last meeting, and having further con- 
sidered section 1001(f) of title X, the committee takes the view that deletion of 
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the whole section would strengthen the National Defense Education Act of 
1958. While there are various shade of opinion regarding the affirmative 
loyalty oath in the context of this legislation, the majority of the committee 
believes such an oath to be unnecessary and undesirable. The committee 
unanimously confirms its action at the last meeting, recommending that the 
requirement of a ‘disclaimer affidavit’? should immediately be deleted from the 
act. 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my testimony. If you or any of 
your colleagues have any questions to ask of me, I shall do my best 
to be responsive. If not, may I thank you for your courtesy and ask 
now to be excused. 

Senator Kennepy. Doctor, in your letter addressed to me of Feb- 
ruary 3, 1959, the second paragraph said : 

Moreover, if those insisting on the oath had any confidence in its effectiveness, 
the disclaimer which precedes it (section 1001(f)(1)), becomes at best super- 
fluous and at worst it seems to me both discriminatory and subversive. 

Would you explain to me what that sentence means ? 

Mr. Case. I was referring in the letter, first, to the loyalty oath in 
subparagraph 2 of paragraph (f) of that title and section, and the 
disclaimer affidavit that precedes it is the disclaimer oath in which 
the applicant must take the oath that he does not believe in or is not 
a member of various organizations which advocate the overthrow of 
the Government by illegal means. 

Senator Kennepy. Do you think if one is effective the other is 
redundant? 

Mr. Casz. That was my suggestion, Senator. 

Senator Kennepy. As I understand it in looking at your resolu- 
tion there seems to be some difference in emphasis in your position 
upon the affidavit as compared with the oath of allegiance. 

It is your view that you could perhaps live with the oath of 
allegiance, but the affidavit is particularly repugnant ? 

Mr. Case. Yes, I think there is no question that that distinction is 
one that is valid in the view of many educators. I think it is a fact 
that the action of the American Council’s Committee was unanimous 
in advocating the elimination of the disclaimer oath, but I believe 
the record shows that it was a majority that voted for the elimination 
of both, which would suggest some shading or difference of opinion. 

Senator Kennepy. You are speaking, as I understand it, today on 
behalf of all these men and women as well as the head of the group? 
That is, this represents their consensus, does it ? 

Mr. Casz. Yes. 

Senator Kennepy. One more question. 

This oath, of course, came out of the National Science Foundation 
Act and was transferred without very much consideration into this 
act. Is it your view that it is equally distasteful in both or that be- 
cause the National Science Foundation Act is a grant program for 
advanced students, doing work which is supposed to benefit the se- 
curity of the United States as opposed to a general loan program, 
there is a distinetion which is of importance? 

Mr. Cass. There is one distinction with respect to the administra- 
tion of the act that is important. As I understand it the Science 
Foundation Act requires the Foundation itself to administer oaths to 
recipients of its grants. This act really requires all institutional 
recipients of grants to administer oaths to every student who applies 
for a loan under its provisions or for a fellowship. 
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This is so far at variance with customary institutional procedures 
that it seems to me clearly at variance with the declared purposes of 
the act to broaden educational opportunities, and also with the sec- 
tion which states that, “nothing in this act shall be construed to au- 
thorize,” in effect, Government interference, control, or direction. 

I think it does indicate precisely that. 

I would add Senator that, personally, I am not one of those who be- 
lieves that in our free society it is a wise or helpful policy to —— 
out any group and especially our youth, and require in any act for 
the advancement of education oaths and disclaimers as a prerequisite 
to receiving benefits which help them finance further education which 
is assumed to be in the national interest. And certainly, if in the 
wisdom of the Congress it were felt that an affirmative oath of loyalty 
to the United States were appropriate or necessary in such a context, I 
would repeat what I said in the letter to you: That the disclaimer 
oath, if the loyalty oath is effective, becomes in my view redundant 
and superfiuous, as well as dangerous intrinsically. 

Senator Kennepy. A last question, Doctor. 

Do you believe this oath as it is presently constituted has been 
detrimental to the purposes of the act? 

Mr. Case. Yes, sir; I do. 

Senator Kennepy. Do you think it has been harmful when con- 
sidered in reference to the purpose of the act, which, as you stated, 
was to broaden the educational opportunities for Americans as an 
element of our national security and interest ? 

Mr. Casz. I do, Senator, because on the one hand certain institu- 
tions important in the whole structure of learning have declined on 
the grounds of conscience to be a party to the administration of this 
oath, and on the other hand it seems to me it cannot help but have an 
adverse effect on the youth it is intended to aid and encourage to 
pursue education. 

On the one hand the Federal Government says, “We need your help 
and intend to help your pursue your education,” and on the other 
hand it expresses a lack of confidence in our youth that seems to me 
implicit in this kind of special requirement. 

en you go to a bank for money you do not expect at that point 
to be asked to swear an oath of allegiance as a prerequisite to a loan. 
I hate to see the Federal Government taking the attitude toward our 
young people that there is distrust inherent in the Government about 
them. It seems to me this is contrary to the best American traditions 
and does not do our stature before the world any good, at a time when 
that is very important. 

Senator Kennepy. Senator Clark. 

Senator CiarK. Dr. Case, I would like to turn your mind back to 
a distinction which was suggested in your colloquy with Senator Ken- 
nedy, between the disclaimer, which is subsection 1 of section (f), 
and the affirmative oath of allegiance which is a part of subsection 2, 
and ask you if you can find any logical or philosophical justification 
for requiring the affirmative oath in part 2 to be taken by poor boys 
but not require it of rich boys. 

This seems to me to be the kind of discrimination which is pretty 
hard to justify and would lead to the conclusion that either you had 
better require of everybody, including an individual who wants to 
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make a loan from a bank, or you had better go back to some of the 
fundamental principles of American freedom and not require it of 
anybody. 

How do you feel about that ? 

Mr. Case. I personally agree with you, Senator, that both are dis- 
criminatory and therefore obnoxious if for no other reason. 

In my testimony I was trying to make the distinction between my 
personal views, which I have just reiterated, and the report I was 
making of the action of the Council’s committee and other agencies. 

Senator Crark. Thank you very much, sir. 

Senator Krennepy. Doctor, I think your statement has been most 
helpful and we are most appreciative to you for coming down and 
participating in these hearings. 

The next witness will be Congrésswoman Green, Representative 
from the Third Congressional Distriet, of Portland, Oreg., and a 
leading member of the Education and Labor Committee of the House 
of Representatives. 

Mrs. Green, we are very happy to welcome you over here. Because 
of your interest in this whike field of education and the part you 
played in pushing the bill through the House of Representatives, 
we would like to hear your testimony on this question. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDITH GREEN, A U.S. REPRESENTATIVE 
FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


Mrs. Green. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members 
of the committee. 

I really do appreciate this opportunity to come over here and 
to testify in regard to this legislation. This particular section in 
the bill was not in that bill when it was before us in the House 
Education and Labor Committee last year, and I frankly consider 
this one of the most important matters before the 86th Congress. 

This may sound to you like rather a strange statement, but I do 
really mean it. The list of schools and universities which have pro- 
tested section 1001(f) of the National Defense Education Act is 
not long but it is an impressive list, and I judge that the speaker 
who preceded me referred to this list, or perhaps you gentlemen 
did before I came in. 

Senator CrarK. It has been placed in the record. 

Mrs. Green. Fine. 

Mr. Chairman, if only one college or only one scholar were to pose 
conscientious scruples to the double oath required by the section, it 
would be sufficient cause in itself to give serious consideration to its 
repeal. 

In fact, if no one had objected to it, it would be even greater 
cause, in my opinion, for grave concern about the state of the Nation. 

The reaction of America’s institutions of higher learning has been 
very thrilling and very reassuring to me and to those of us who 
have worried about the state of our educational system. 

It is good to know that the colleges and universities are still what 
they have always been and what they must be if they are to fulfill 
their purposes: homes for the free mind, for the lover of liberty, 
and the thoughtful student of the truth. 
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The importance of this bill which this committee is considering 
does not lie in the number of people or the number of institutions 
affected. It lies instead in the proximity of this question to the 
heart of our constitutional system, our system of government, the 
system which we are defending in this cold war—the system which 
stands for man’s only hope of true happiness on earth—is a system 
which is solidly based on the assumption of individual liberty. Any 
deviation from that ideal is a deviation from the solid rock founda- 
tion upon which the Founding Fathers built our Government and 
a deviation into the shifting sands of expediency and oppression, 
which have proven to be ineffective bases for a government since 
time immemorial. 

Section 1001(f) of this act is just such a deviation from our 
American tradition. In passing it the Congress, perhaps without 
fully realizing what we were doing, lost one Tittle battle to the ene- 
mies of freedom, and in placing this language in our statute books, 
Mr. Chairman, we surrendered, it seems to me, just a little to 
what we are fighting against in this long and deadly cold war. 

Section 1001(f) assumes a number of things. First, it assumes 
that scholars and students are as a class less loyal than bankers, 
railroaders, farmers and hod carriers. It assumes that because, to- 
gether with other legislation granting assistance to students and 
scholars, this section picks out the academic profession almost alone 
and makes it subject to an oath which is not required of other 
private citizens as a condition of the receipt of public funds. 

The farmer, the veteran, the social security recipient, are not re- 
quired to sign loyalty oaths. Nor should they be. The scholar alone 
is suspect; the scholar alone is made to know that his loyalty is 
doubted, and his susceptibility to foreign ideologies is assumed. 

For this reason, section 1001(f) is an unwarranted insult to an 
honorable profession whose importance to our Nation’s welfare and 
very survival, ironically enough is supposed to be recognized by this 
very act, the National Defense Education Act. 

It seems to me that it is a direct slap at the intellectual community. 

Second, section 1001(f) seems to assume that the oath of posi- 
tive allegiance is in itself insufficient. It requires both this oath 
and another, negative oath, swearing that the recipient of funds is 
not guilty of any acts which are barred, in effect, “ the first. oath. 

The act does not go so far as to require a third oath testifying 
as to the sincerity of the first two oaths, but logically qo 
it is difficult to see why not, once the premise is granted, that suc 
oaths should be proliferated. 

As I have suggested and as has been discussed by the previous 
witness, there are these two oaths involved. The first one, Mr. 
Chairman, I consider objectionable—but not as objectionable as I 
do the negative oath; but this one to me is very objectionable. 

I also believe that it is a direct descendant of the religious tests 
oaths of the 16th and later centuries. It is in direct line of suc- 
cession from these oaths which were so repugnant to the Founding 
Fathers that they wrote into our Constitution a specific prohibition 
against them. 

The Founding Fathers lived in an era when the test oath was 
not just a dry footnote in a history text. It was a living and 
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unpleasant reality to them. They knew as men of good will have 
always known, that men cannot be forced to be devout by being 
forced to swear that they do not believe in the locally unpopular 
religion. 

The Founding Fathers denied to the Federal Government the right 
to require a religious test oath for any office or public trust under the 
United States. 

They hated and they despised the only test oath with which they 
were familiar in the age of autocracy in which they lived. It has 
remained for us again to revive the principle of the test oath, not 
attaching it now to religions, but to patriotism. 

I submit that patriotism, like religion, is an emotion too sacred and 
too fine an expression of man’s highest aspirations to be made a vehicle 
for the fears of the insecure. 

Because of the assumption of guilt, because of the fact that this 
oath is a revival of the test oath tradition which the Founding Fathers 
so rightfully detested, for these reasons alone, it seems to me, it should 
be repealed. 

The Senators on this committee and those of us over in the House 
will be asked, “Do you want to have Communists in our schools?” 
They will claim that this oath will keep them out and protect the 
innocent minds of our children. 

Certainly, all of us in the Congress have heard a great many lectures 
and we have read much in the public press and heard much in private 
discussion in recent years about the nature of the Communist con- 
spiracy. Its objectives, its contempt for what it terms “bourgeois 
morality,” its ruthlessness, all these things have been exposed for every 
thinking person to see. And in all of these exposures we have been 
again and again reminded that the Communist has no scruples when it 
comes to obtaining his distorted dreams of a proletarian millennium. 

He is bound in conscience by no oath. He 1s a man who places his 
cause above his country, above his honor, and above his family. 

How, then, Mr. Chairman, can he believe that such oaths as are 
contained in the National Defense Education Act and in other acts 
on the statute books would be for one second a deterrent to any 
Communist. 

It is not the Communists who refuse such oaths; it is rather the 
dedicated Americans, true to the grand oath which Jefferson swore and 
by which we, his spiritual children, are still bound, the oath of eternal 
hostility to every form of tyranny over the mind of man. 

I think that it might be appropriate to mention at this time the 
affidavit that is required in Taft-Hartley. It is required, as you 
gentlemen well know, of labor union officials. 

It is interesting to notice, Mr. Chairman, that Harry Bridges has 
executed such an affidavit many times, while John L. Lewis, the con- 
servative president of the United Mine Workers, a man who has at 
least the reputations of being one of the most militant anti- 
Communists in the labor movement today, has refused to take it on 
grounds of principle. 

I certainly do not here intend to vouch for Harry Bridges one way 
or the other, but certainly the accusations of Communists sympathies 
which have been made against him have not been put to rest by his 
willingness to take such an oath. 
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But John L. Lewis, on the other hand, has refused to take it, and to 
the best of my knowledge, whatever may be said of him, I am not 
aware that even his bitterest enemies have accused him of any left- 
“= leanings. 

r. Chairman, we have had political test oaths in this country 
before. In 1861 and 1862 the employees of the Federal Govern- 
ment were required to take various oaths attesting their loyalty to 
the union. 

A special committee of the House, headed by Mr. Potter of Wis- 
consin, was formed to see if any employees were dilatory in taking 
these oaths. After long deliberations, they issued lists of the names 
of employees who were labeled by the committee as disloyal. This 
was almost a hundred years ago. Much of the evidence was so flimsy 
as to merit only the contempt of the reader. 

But one case in point is very interesting. A Mr. A. J. Falls, a 
clerk in the Census Bureau, was cited as disloyal by this Potter 
committee, on the unds that he had at first refused to make a 
second affirmation of his oath to support the Constitution. 

His name was exposed by the committee to public scorn for his 
alleged disloyalty on such a basis. 

In 1863, it is very interesting to note, this same Mr. A. J. Falls 
enlisted in the Union Army, lost his sight at the crucial battle of 
Gettysburg, fighting for the country whose Congress had impuned 
his loyalty. 

In the Washington Evening Star of January 29, 1862, there ap- 
pears evidence of the opposite variety. A Treasury clerk named 
John Fitzgerald was apprehended by the Washington Police for 
making disloyal noises in a public place. When asked about his 
loyalty oath, which he had apparently taken very freely, he replied, 
“I could take 500,000 such oaths, as they amount to nothing at all.” 

Mr. Chairman, if men moved by as inherently noble and clean a 
cause as the “defense of Southern independence” could perjure them- 
selves and feel no scruples whatsoever, how much easier it would 
be for one devoted to the warped cause of Communist revolution. 

I would like to refer again, Mr. Chairman, if I may, to the period 
of the Civil War in pointing out the danger of these oaths and the 
true nature of the opposition to them. 

In the 38th Congress, the State of Delaware was represented in 
the Senate by one James A. Bayard. Senator Bayard was a man 
whose father, brother, great uncle, son, and grandson all served 
as Senators from Delaware. 

His life and the life of his family were living refutations of an 
charge of disloyalty. The act of July 2, 1862, which required all 
persons holding offices of trust or profit under the United States 
to subscribe to a lengthy so-called ironclad oath as to his past, pres- 
ent, and future loyalty was not, at first extended to the President, 
the Vice President, or to the Members of Congress. 

Gradually, however, Members of Congress began to sign the oath 
anyhow. 

Senator Bayard refused, and in 1864 Senator Sumner introduced 
a resolution requiring all Senators to take this oath. 

Bayard insisted that this was a violation of the constitutional pro- 
visions for the oath of office for Senators. After a brilliant speech 
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concerning the legal and constitutional problems involved, he con- 
cluded with these words: 


Mr. President, I have now concluded my argument against the applicability 
of the act of July 2, 1862, and the rule proposed under it. The oath prescribed 
in that act has been frequently designated as an “oath of loyalty’; and doubt- 
less there are those who may consider my declining to take that oath as eyvi- 
dence of disloyalty. 

The words “loyal” and “loyalty” have become familiar terms during the 
progress of this disastrous civil war. I define “loyalty” in a government such 
as ours—a representative republic—to mean a steadfast adherence to the Con- 
stitution or the organic law under which and by virtue of the adoption of 
which by the people of the several States the Government was established; a 
cheerful and ready obedience to all laws passed in pursuance of that Constitu- 
tion; and a devoted and ardent support of those guarantees of civil liberty 
which it was a primary object of the framers to maintain and perpetuate, and 
thus “to secure to themselves and to their posterity the blessings of liberty.” 

I have sworn to support that Constitution, and I believe that the rule proposed 
and the law which it is intended to enforce are repugnant to its provisions. 


Then he goes on to say : 





















































If it be disloyal to support the Constitution of my country, then I cheerfully 
accept the imputation of disloyalty. But if made on other grounds, I shall 
meet it with calm contempt. 

Senator Bayard’s eloquent defense of his position did not persuade 
his colleagues, and the rule was adopted on January 25, 1864. On 
the following day, immediately upon the convening of the Senate, 
Senator Bayard took the floor to address the Senate on a point of 
personal privilege. 

First, wihcons he took the oath and then he spoke briefly but 


movingly, and in that speech among other things he said the 
following: 






































Mr. President, in the course of the debate upon the rule adopted yesterday 
by the Senate, I stated that this body having exclusive jurisdiction over the 
subject, I should hold myself bound by its action, and that but one alternative 
remained if the rule was adopted: either to comply with the decision or to re- 
linquish my seat in the Senate. Subsequent reflection has convinced me I was 
partially in error. Another course is open: to submit to the decision and to 
resign. 

The gravest consideration has induced me to pursue this latter course, and in 
a brief period my connection with this body, which has lasted nearly 13 years, 
will cease. I desire to assign the reasons which control my action. 

Without any decision upon the constitutional validity of the act of July 18, 
1862, all of the Members of the Senate and the House to whom it applied be- 
longing to the political party with which I have acted have voluntarily taken 
the oath prescribed by the act, deeming, doubtless, that the constitutional ques- 
tions involved were of less moment and the precedent made less dangerous 
than they seemed to my mind. The decision has now, however, been judicially 
made after hearing my objections to the act and the oath it imposes, and 
that decision, though in my belief a very dangerous precedent, is obligatory 
to the extent of taking the oath, as I have already held the seat for nearly 1 
year since reelection. 

Sir, I must admit that I covet the approbation of the good, the wise, and the 
reflecting, and would not willingly subject myself to their censure or to. reason- 
able suspicions as to my motives or actions, though I am utterly indifferent to 
those groundless and vindictive attacks to which every man in public life, even 
in less excited times, is subjected by personal ill will or political hostility. But 
though I desire such approbation, I have never made either opinion or popu- 
larity my standard of action, but my own sense of right and duty, and I owe a 
respect to my own sincere convictions of public duty, which I will never 
sacrifice. 

And now, Mr. President, the Senate of the United States have, by their decision 
enforcing an expurgatory and retrospective test oath, repugnant to both the letter 
and spirit of the Constitution, made a precedent which in my judgment is emi- 
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nently dangerous, if not entirely subversive of the fundamental principle of 
representative government. Under these circumstances, with my construction of 
the Constitution, having held the seat, I am bound to submit to your judicial 


decision as to the validity of the act of July 1862, and have therefore taken the 
oath it prescribes. 


I cannot doubt, that the precedent now made will be followed, and yet I 
regard all test oaths as useless and demoralizing acts of tyranny. It has been as 
truly as beautifully said by a brilliant and distinguished advocate: ‘‘They are 
the first weapons young oppression learns to handle; weapons the more odious 


since, though barbed and poisoned, neither strength nor courage is necessary to 
wield them.” 


Senator Bayard continues: 


With a firm conviction that your decision inflicts a vital wound upon free 
representative government, I cannot, by continuing to hold the seat I now occupy 
under it, give my personal assent and sanction to its propriety. To do so, I must 
forfeit my own self-respect and sacrifice my clear convictions of duty for the 
sake merely of retaining a high trust post and station with its emoluments. That 


I will never do. 

He concluded his speech and resigned from the Senate. 

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion I would like to suggest that the 
despised “eggheads,” the so-called “pinko perfessers” who are refus- 
ing to take this oath, are, together with Senator Bayard, part and par- 
cel of the proud tradition of American constitutional liberty, and that 
it is legislation like section 1001(f) that is truly un-American. 

Senator Kennepy. Mrs. Green, I think you have made a wonderful 
statement and I am glad to have you remind the Senate of some of its 
previous distinguished men who took a position in this regard. 

I think your statement is particularly effective because it has put 
this whole matter in the context of American history, which is where 
it belongs. 

I think it would be appropriate to refer also at this time to the pen- 
alty for violation of this section. It appears in title 18, section 1001 
of the United States Code. 


Whoever in any manner within the jurisdiction of any department or agency 
of the United States knowingly and willfully falsifies, conceals, or covers up by 
any trick, scheme, or device, a material fact or makes any false, fictitious or 
fraudulent statement or representation, or makes or uses any false, fictitious or 
documents, knowing the same to contain any false, firctitious, or fraudulent state- 
ment or entry, shall be fined not more than $10,000 and imprisoned not more than 
5 years, or both. 

The language of section 1001(b) came out of the Public Law 507 
of the 81st Congress, the National Science Foundation Act of 1950. 
This has been in effect over 8 years, and we cannot find that there have 
been any actions taken under that provision to attempt to define these 
terms. 


I looked up one of the terms which was used, the word “illegal.” 
The dictionary says: 


Not according to or authorized by law; unlawful, illicit; also, not sanctioned 
by official rules. 

This is one of the most vaguely drafted statutes I have come across 
in many years. There have been no prosecutions under this act 
previously, and now a new act attempts to again apply these ex- 
tremely vague terms in this new act without indicating how it will 


be determined whether fraudulent statements have been made. This 
represents an effort to apply a rather virtuous appearance to some- 
thing which is entirely unnecessary. 
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Senator Clark? 

Senator Crark. I would just like to join with Senator Kennedy, 
Congresswoman Green, in commending you for a spendid statement, 
which I think puts this whole matter in perspective, not only with 
respect to American history, which is very pertinent and most inter- 
esting, but to the whole history of Anglo-Saxon freedom, going back 
to the original arguments about the test oath. 

I have a feeling that this is going to be most helpful to us in our 
body, and I hope it will be in yours if, as, and when this bill gets over 
on your side. 

Thank you so very much. 

Senator Kennepy. Mrs. Green, these words in the oath, “that be- 
lieves in the overthrow by any illegal methods,” constitute very gen- 
eral language to which to subject to a possible 5 years in prison a 
high school graduate of 17 or 18 years. Most of these people, I sup- 
pose, are rather young men, freshmen in college. 

Senator Ciark. I guess our country itself was established by il- 
legal methods; was it not? 

Mrs. Green. I think the chairman has very effectively pointed up 
another reason why this oath would be worthless. 

May I say, before relinquishing the witness chair, that I am deeply 
grateful to the distinguished Senator from Massachusetts and to the 
distinguished Senator from Pennsylvania for their courtesy in af- 
fording me this opportunity to testify, and for the deep understand- 
ing they have both demonstrated of the true nature of American con- 
stitutional liberty. 

There are, Senator Kennedy, a number of very distinguished people 
in my State of Oregon who support your position and my position on 
section 1001(f). As a sampling of the correspondence I have received 
from leading scholars in Oregon, I ask the consent of this committee 
that these letters be printed at the end of my testimony. 

(The letters referred to follow :) 
OREGON STATE COLLEGE, 
ScHOOL OF AGRICULTURE EXPERIMENT STATION, 


FarRM Crops DEPARTMENT, 


Corvallis, Oreg., March 12, 1959. 
Hon. EpirH GREEN, 


House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


Mapam: We of the Oregon State College chapter of the American Associa- 
tion of University Professors have learned, with great interest, of your bill, 
H.R. 4066, in regard to the repeal of 1001(f) of the National Defense Edu- 
cation Act of 1958. On February 24, 1959, at a regular chapter meeting, 
we unanimously passed the enclosed resolution. We sincerely trust that your 
bill will be successfully passed in this session. 

Very truly yours, 
J. RITcHIE CowAN, 
President, O.S.C. Chapter of AAUP. 


CoRVALLIS, OREG., February 24, 1959. 
A REpPoRT OF THE COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC FREEDOM OF THE OREGON STATE 
COLLEGE CHAPTER, AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS 


The Committee on Academic Freedom of the Oregon State College chapter 
of the American Association of University Professors recommends the adoption 
of the following resolutions: 

“Whereas title X, section 1001(f)(1) of the National Defense Education 
Act of 1958 requires that a disclaimer affidavit be filed by any person receiving 
funds under the act; and 
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“Whereas the Federal Government has disbursed millions upon millions of 
dollars to various business, financial, and agricultural enterprises without re- 
quiring such a disclaimer affidavit; and 

“Whereas there seems to be no justification for requiring a disclaimer affidavit 
in connection with educational enterprises; and 

“Whereas the loyalty of students and teachers generally has been amply 
demonstrated ; and 

“Whereas the members of the Oregon State College faculty are required to 
sign an affirmative oath of allegiance : Therefore be it 

“Resolved, That the Oregon State College chapter supports the action taken 
by the national office of the American Association of University Professors (as 
reported in chapter letter No. VIII, of November 21, 1958) in protesting the dis- 
claimer affidavit requirement; and be it further 

“Resolved, That Oregon State College chapter respectfully requests the ad- 
ministration of the college to refuse to administer any funds under the Na- 
tional Defense Education Act of 1958 unless and until the provision requiring 
a disclaimer oath in the form stated in title X, section 1001(f)(1) of the 
National Defense Act of 1958 has been deleted; and be it further 

“Resolved, That copies of these resolutions be submitted to the President of 
the United States, the Senators and Representatives from Oregon in the U.S. 
Congress, the respective authors of the House of Representatives, bills Nos. 
284, 2332, and 2437 (which seek to eliminate the disclaimer clause), the chancel- 
lor of the State system of higher education, the president of the board of higher 
education, the president of Oregon State College, and the national officers of 
the American Association of University Professors.” 

Passed unanimously at regular chapter meeting, February 24, 1959. 


COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC FREEDOM OF THE 
OREGON STATE COLLEGE CHAPTER, AMERI- 
CAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS, 

GLENN A. BAKKUM, Chairman. 

VERNON H, CHELDELIN. 

KATHERINE M. READ. 

KERMIT J. RHODE, 

EARL W. WELLS. 

OLIVER J. WORTHINGTON. 


EASTERN OREGON COLLEGE, 


La Grande, Oreg., February 27, 1959. 
The Honorable EpitH GREEN, 


U.S. Representative, House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak Mrs. GREEN: Recently we received the application forms required of 
student applicants for loans under the new Defense Education Act. We are 
very disturbed to find that this legislation has revived an “old sore” in the 
form of a negative oath requirement on top of an affirmative allegiance require- 
ment. I am sure no one objects to the affirmative allegiance but the negative 
oath has been and remains objectionable. This is particularly true when it 
singles out one profession and one group of people as opposed to other citizens. 

It is my personal hope, and I am sure I express the desire of our entire 
faculty, that the act itself be amended to remove this objectionable require 
ment, Ido hope you can use your good influence to this end. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK B. BENNETT, 
President, 


AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS, 
UNIVERSITY OF OREGON CHAPTER, 
Eugene, Oreg., February 13, 1959, 


The Honorable EpirH GREEN, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C, 


DeaR Mrs. GREEN. The University of Oregon Chapter of the American Asso- 
ciation of University Professors unanimously passed the following resolutions 
concerning the disclaimer oath in the National Defense Education Act. A copy 
of our resolution is enclosed. We are particularly protesting the inclusion of 
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the disclaimer oath and have no fault to find with the oath of allegiance similar 
to that taken by the President of the United States. 
We urge that you use your influence to amend this act and until this is done, 
we are on record as favoring refusal of money under this act. 
Respectfully, 
Ewart M. BALpwIn, 
Secretary. 


RESOLUTIONS PRESENTED TO THE GENERAL MEMBERSHIP OF THE UNIVERSITY OF 
OREGON CHAPTER A.A.U.P. BY THE TENURE, PROMOTION, AND SABBATICAL Com- 
MITTEE, FEBRUARY 11, 1959 


Whereas title X of section 1001(f) (1), of the National Defense Education Act 
of 1958 requires that a disclaimer affidavit be filed by any person receiving funds 
under the act; and 

Whereas the Federal Government has disbursed millions upon millions of 
dollars to various business, financial, and agricultural enterprises without re- 
quiring such a disclaimer affidavit ; and 

Whereas the act seems thus to single out teachers and students as special 
objects of suspicion ; and 

Whereas the loyalty of students and teachers generally has been amply 
demonstrated : Therefore be it 

Resolwed, That the University of Oregon chapter express approval of the 
actions taken by the national office of the American Association of University 
Professors (as reported in chapter letter No. VIII, of November 21, 1958) in 
protesting the disclaimer affidavit requirements and be it further 

Resolved, That the University of Oregon chapter of the American Association 
of University Professors request the Congress so to modify the existing legisla- 
tion as to remove the offending section ; and be it further 

Resolved, That the University of Oregon chapter respectfully request the 
administration of the university to refuse the acceptance and administration of 
any funds under the National Defense Education Act of 1958 unless and until 
the provision requiring a disclaimer oath in the form stated in title X, section 
1001(f) (1) of the National Defense Education Act of 1958 has been deleted. 


UNIVERSITY OF OREGON, 
COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS, 
Eugene, Oreg., February 11, 1959. 
Congresswoman EpITH GREEN, 
U.S. Congress, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN GREEN: The department heads of the College of Liberal 
Arts at their meeting last week requested that I write to you to ask your sup 
port of Senator Kennedy’s amendment to repeal the negative oath requirement of 
the National Defense Education Act. As you know, the act contains two pro- 
visions respecting the oath: 

1. An oath (or affirmation) of allegiance to the Constitution of the United 
States; and 

2. A disclaimer oath that asks recipients of loans or fellowships to declare 
that they “do not believe in, and are not a member of and do not support any 
organization that believes in or teaches the overthrow of the U.S. Government 
by force or violence or by any illegal or unconstitutional methods.” 

It is the second of these to which department heads object on the basis that 
the negative oath is wrong in principle, that it is unnecessary in view of the 
affirmative oath carried in the act, and that it sets apart and discriminates 
against a small segment of American people. 

May I add that earlier in the week, Dean Charles T. Duncan and I jointly 
offered a resolution to the faculty in support of the Kennedy amendment. Un- 
der our faculty provisions, this resolution will not be acted upon until it has 
ee: by the senate and is presented to the faculty again at its March 
meeting. 

I am confident that you will be sympathetic with our problem and shall, 
therefore, greatly appreciate your efforts on our behalf. 

Sincerely yours, 


Rosert D. Crakk, Dean. 
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PORTLAND STATE COLLEGE, 


Portland, Oreg., January 30, 1959. 
Hon. EpITH GREEN, 


House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR EpitH: I should like to call to your attention one aspect of the Defense 
Education Act passed last year. The oath which has been a requisite part is, 
I think, both contradictory and unnecessary. Under title VI, foreign language 
and area study programs, for example, teachers who might be asked to come 
from, say, Istanbul or Cairo, would be expected to take an oath which might 
easily affect their citizenship in their native lands, and such men and women 
might justifiably be as bitterly critical of our Government for making such a 
requirement as we would be were we required to take an oath before teaching 
in some foreign university. Indeed, we would lose our citizenship by taking 
such an oath. Secondly, I should like to point out that the oath required is 
negative. No public servant, I think, has any objection to making an affirma- 
tion; but I would suggest that a Communist would be perfectly willing to 
subscribe 10 times over and as many times in one day to such an oath if he 
could effect his objective. He would have no compunctions about swearing 
any oath, positive or negative. A true American is, I think, merely insulted 
by being asked to swear a negative oath. 

I sincerely hope that you will take appropriate action regarding this one 
aspect of the Education Defense Act. 

Sincerely yours, 
Hoyt C. FRANCHERE, 
Chairman, Division of Humanities. 


REED COLLEGE, 


Portland, Oreg., February 28, 1959. 
Hon. EpitrH GREEN, 


House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mrs. GREEN: Recently, at a regular meeting of the faculty of Reed 
College, the following resolutions were proposed, discussed, and passed: 

“Resolved, That the faculty urges the president and board of trustees to adopt 
the position that Reed College should not participate in a program which re- 
quires it either to administer to anyone a disclaimer affidavit such as that in the 
National Defense Education Act, or to assume responsibility for seeing that 
anyone has executed such an oath or affidavit. 

“Resolved, That the faculty protests against the inclusion of the requirement 
of a positive loyalty oath in the National Defense Education Act of 1958 and 
requests that appropriate action be taken toward the elimination of such a 
requirement from this act.” 

Since the adoption of these resolutions it has come to our attention that you 
have introduced a bill for the purpose of removing the oath provisions from the 
Defense Education Act and that Senator Kennedy has introduced a similar 
bill. We are very pleased to know of your interest in this legislation. 

Several points raised by faculty members in discussing the oath problem have 
been summarized briefly as follows: 

First: The inclusion of a disclaimer oath is an attempt to make conformity 
in belief a necessary condition for doing business with a Federal agency. 
This attempt is made even more objectionable by the ambiguous wording of 
both the oath and disclaimer so that an individual may unknowingly perjure 
imself because these statements will be subject to interpretation at some future 
time and in a manner unknown at present. It is difficult to see how anyone in 
good conscience could agree to such a commitment. 

Second: The imposition of the disclaimer and oath is obviously discrim- 
inatory, as evidenced by the fact that other groups of citizens such as farmers, 
businessmen, and even taxpayers, all conduct transactions with the Federal 
Government without a requirement that they subscribe to some sort of loyalty 
oath. 

A third point which was raised concerns the very practical matter of obtain- 
ing foreign language experts from other countries for the language institutes. 
It seems unlikely that they would be in a position to or care to subscribe to an 
oath of loyalty to this country. 
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Finally, there has been a long history from Socrates to the present of similar 
relationships wherein a state has attempted the imposition of an oath contrary 
to the individual conscience. Knowledge of this history and its significance 
leaves no alternative for any citizen with a firm belief in democratic government 
but to oppose such oaths wherever and under whatever guise they appear. 

Respectfully submitted on behalf of the faculty of Reed College. 


M. W. Cronyn, Faculty Clerk. 
Senator Kennepy. The next witness is Miss Katharine McBride, 
president of Bryn Mawr College. 


STATEMENT OF KATHARINE E. McBRIDE, PRESIDENT OF BRYN 
MAWR COLLEGE, BRYN MAWR, PA. 


Senator Cirark. Mr. Chairman, could I say just a word for the 
record about how glad I am to welcome Miss McBride to appear be- 
fore the committee. As the president of Bryn Mawr College, she 
represents a tradition which is a valuable one in our history, a tradi- 
tion of conscience, a tradition of courage, and a tradition of high 
standards, which has made it impossible for her conscientiously to 
apply for the benefits of this National Defense Education Act. 

I think she should be commended for having taken this position 
and I am sure her testimony will be most valuable to the committee. 

Senator Kennepy. Doctor, we are very glad to have you here 
today. 

Miss McBripe. Senator Kennedy and Senator Clark, I am afraid 
that the position that we have taken is not quite so clear, and I there- 
fore want to present it to the committee because I think it illustrates 
the difficulty that institutions face under the act. 

First, I want to say I appreciate the opportunity to testify in be- 
half of Senate bill 819. Eliminating subsection (f) of section 1001, 
title X would, in our opinion, strengthen the act, and in testifying 
I speak on behalf of Bryn Mawr rather than any other organization 
I am connected with. 

The oath required in this section is not a test of loyalty as has been 
indicated by other witnesses this morning, for the disloyal would not 
hesitate to take it. It does present a danger to freedom of thought and 
inquiry, which are essential in a democratic society. 

I think I can show the nature of that danger by presenting briefly 
two of the chief reasons for eliminating the oath and then turning to 
our particular action at Bryn Mawr. 

The first reason for the elimination of the oath is very direct and 
clear. With the oath the act is less likely to achieve its important 
objective of extending educational opportunity. We know that some 
of the most intelligent, perceptive and conscientious students and pro- 
fessors will not participate in programs the act is designed to provide. 

They make this decision—and I am sure members of the committee 
realize this—not from any lack of loyalty. They may indeed be adding 
an extra measure of loyalty when, for the sake of principle, they give 
up the personal or professional advantage that might come from 
participation in programs supported by the act. 

The principle that thought and inquiry must be free remains, as we 
have just heard from Congresswoman Green, as important as it ever 
was. That principle is a bulwark of American life. It has suffered 
both direct attack and more subtle erosion. We must, all of us, 
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whether in the universities or out, be on our guard to see that not only 
the direct attack but the more subtle erosion is met. I believe, as do 
many others, that to leave the oath in the act would be to create a new 
and dangerous erosion of this bulwark of free thought and inquiry. 

The second reason for eliminating the requirement of the oath which 
T should like to present also has implications far beyond the particular 
program the act is designed to aid. The requirement of an oath is a 
disservice to all members of the educational community, in schools, 
colleges or universities. The act implies that Congress distrusts this 
particular group and that a special test of loyalty must be required of 
its members. 

Those of us who work in educational institutions know very well 
that students and professors are loyal and that a special test of their 
loyalty is not necessary. We certainly think it an unfortunate handi- 
cap for Congress to give those people in the country who do not know 
schools and colleges at first hand the idea that students and teachers 
are not just as loyal as they are themselves. 

Turning now to Bryn Mawr’s particular position, I report it in a 
little more detail than might be justified in the account of any one 
institution, because I do think it illustrates the complexity of the 
problem that an institution faces in relation to the act. 

Our relationship with our students is one of trust. To say that we 
value this relationship highly is not really a strong enough statement. 
The relationship is basic to the quality of instruction and education at 
the college. To establish a loan program with an oath and affidavit 
required of each applicant would, in our opinion, indicate a lack of 
trust of students. 

We thought that we could not isolate such a program saying, “We 
do not believe that the affidavit and oath should have been required, 
but it is a Government requirement and the students may apply or 
not—as they individually wish.” The loan fund is a fund within the 
institution, operated by the institution, established nine-tenths by 
Federal funds and one-tenth by institutional funds. The responsi- 
bility for it cannot be tirned back to the Federal Government. The 
institution itself is responsible. 

We, therefore, decided not to apply for a loan under title IT, even 
though our failure to apply would mean a financial handicap to a 
certain number of students. We believe that the handicap to the whole 
student group, through invading our justified trust of them, would be 
a greater loss. 

If the terms under which a grant of money is offered are not satis- 
factory, it would seem to be simple and straightforward enough not 
toapply for the grant. But the matter of choice is not so simple. 

The requirement of the oath seems to us wrong not only in connec- 
tion with the student loan program of title IT, but in connection with 
the other programs of the act as well. Yet we did apply under titles 
IV and V. 

Our basis for these two applications was that the programs involved 
could be more restricted, affecting certain departments only, and, of 
course, In those departments only the individuals willing to take the 
oath. 

We may have been wrong in our judgment of course to apply under 
these two titles, but in each case for very special reasons, we had to put 
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the values of the program, the possible values of the program, in 
relationship to the handicap of the oath. 

In one case, for example, in the counseling institute, we applied 
because we are the institution in the township which is responsible for 
counseling, and it seemed to us it was not fair to the teachers of the 
township not to give them an opportunity to have such an institute if 
we were granted one. 

We should want finally to state with strong conviction that an oath 
required for any part of the program is a handicap to the objectives 
the act is designed to accomplish, and further, that it is a serious new 
danger to the freedom of thought and inquiry that we are as a nation 
committed to support. 

Thank you. 

Senator Kennepy. Doctor, I received a letter from the president of 
a well-known eastern college 2 days ago, describing the dilemma which 
you have also discussed, of not wishing to deny students the advan- 
tages which this program gives and on the other hand not wishing by 
the acceptance of the money to endorse indirectly the oath. 

I think this oath has placed every college president in that very same 
position. I think it is unfair for the Congress to do that. 

The president of this university asked my opinion. I was rather 
hard pressed, as I am sure all of you are, to tell her what my personal 
view would be. I finally did tell her but it is an extremely difficult 
dilemma, and I think that Bryn Mawr, which has been an outstanding 
institution for so many years, has placed it in proper perspective. 

Your judgment is, in other words, that if this oath is continued, 
the United States will not receive the benefits from this program 


which the Congress envisioned when it passed the National Defense 
Education Act. 


Is that true? 

Miss McBrinr. I think, Senator Kennedy, that the United States 
will not receive the benefits from the program that the Congress en- 
visioned. I think it will receive some harm from the program, which 
I feel sure the Congress did not envision. 

Senator Kennepy. Senator Clark. 

Senator Crark. Doctor McBride, I think you made a very inter- 
esting distinction between title II and titles IV and V of the act. I 
would just like to pursue it very briefly. 

Title IV applies only to graduate students, does it not? 

Miss McBripe. Yes. 

Senator Cirark. How many applications under title IV have you 
processed at Bryn Mawr; do you recall ? 

Miss McBripe. We have no grant under title IV. I simply re- 
ported the fact that we had applied. 

Senator Ciark. So at the moment you are not enjoying funds 
under title TV ? 

How about the counseling under title V ? 

Miss McBrinr. We again applied because of our obligation to the 
schools but we have no grant, so that it is not in actual process. 

Senator CxiarKk. So, as a matter of fact, nothing has happened 
under titles IV and V to get Federal money at Bryn Mawr or for any 
of the students ? 
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Miss McBripe. No. I was reporting our struggle with the matter 
of principle, Senator Clark. 

Senator CLark. Thank you very much. 

Senator Kennepy. Thank you very much, Doctor. 

The next witness will be Father Michael P. Walsh, president of 
Boston College. 

Father, as a Senator from your home state, I am delighted to have 
you. I am also anxious to have your testimony because of your 
own distinctions in the field of education and those of the college you 
represent. 

We will be glad to have you proceed. 


STATEMENT OF REV. MICHAEL P. WALSH, S.J., PRESIDENT OF 
BOSTON COLLEGE, ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN COLLEGES, WASH- 
INGTON, D.C. 


Father Watsu. Senator Kennedy and Senator Clark, as men- 
tioned, I am Michael P. Walsh, S.J., president of Boston College, 
Chestnut Hill, Mass. and a member of the Commission on Legislation 
of the Association of American Colleges, which I am representing 
here today. 

Senator Kennepy. I understand you are speaking today for the 
Association of American Colleges ? 

Father Waxsu. That is right, Senator. 

Senator Krnnepy. And representing their views in your testimony ¢ 

Father Wausu. That is right. 

The Association of American Colleges is the national organiza- 
tion of colleges of liberal arts and sciences and that its member- 
ship of 775 colleges and universities located in the United States 
and its territories represents 95 percent of all accredited liberal arts 
colleges, large and small, public and private, church-related and 
secular. 

I should like to express to the committee the gratitude of my asso- 
ciation for being permitted to offer testimony before you on the im- 
portant issue of section 1001(f) of the National Defense Education 
Act of 1958, which would be repealed by the bill now under 
consideration. 

As I am sure you know, from the letters and other witnesses 
that have been presented here this morning, this particular pro- 
vision of an otherwise helpful and constructive act has aroused great 
concern in educational circles. It was earnestly debated at the an- 
nual meeting of my association held in Kansas City, Mo., last Jan- 
uary, first by our commission on academic freedom and tenure and 
then by the whole association in general session, The report of 
the commission was formally adopted but, in view of the importance 
and sensitivity of the issue, it was resolved to take a poll of the 
entire membership on both the disclaimer affidavit and the loyalty 
oath required by subsection (f) of section 1001. 

In the subsequent poll, opinion was so evenly divided on the 
loyalty oath that the commission on legislation would not feel jus- 
tified in making any recommendation for its abolition or retention. 
On the disclaimer affidavit, however, a large majority of those voting 
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expressed themselves as opposed to the affidavit. Accordingly the 
commission on legislation, at a meeting held on February 6, unani- 
mously adopted the followi ing resolution : 


Voted that, on the basis of the recent poll of the membership of the Associa- 
tion of American Colleges, the commission on legislation disapproves of the dis- 
claimer affidavit required by section 1001(f) (1) of the National Defense Bdu- 
eation Act of 1958 and approves the taking of all appropriate steps to bring 
about the repeal thereof. 


Our reasons for taking this position are expressed in the follow- 
ing excerpts from the report of the association’s commission on 
rcademic freedom and tenure: 


The commission’s own considered judgment is that the disclaimer affidavit 
required is counter to the spirit of the act as expressed in title I and 
would, in fact, militate against “discovery and development of new principles, 
new techniques, and new knowledge,” creating apprehension and timorousness 
on college and university campuses. It feels that the real security of our 
country lies in the maintenance of freedom in spirit as well as in fact, and 
that democracy depends upon faith in the individual, trust in one another, 
the presumption of nonguilt until proved otherwise, and belief in debate to 
reveal error * * *. 

Insistence upon the disclaimer affidavit represents a lack of confidence in 
the youth of this country and in their future as well as in the educational process 
itself. It says to those upon whose education our very survival as a Nation 
depends that we do not trust them and are not even sure that their education 
will contribute to our security. 

Such a policy of distrust of students by their Government is not calculated to 
engender their respect, esteem, and affection, qualities that students have always 
demonstrated for our Nation, and with the greatest sacrifice. 

The patriotism, loyalty, and integrity of the students in our colleges and uni- 
versities are a matter of public knowledge, and their positive allegiance a mat- 
ter of public pride and confidence. But the requirement of a notarized dis- 
claimer of disloyalty will never disturb or exclude the intentionally disloyal 
person. Tests, oaths, and affidavits can be readily taken and given only to be 
broken, because the disloyal will perjure themselves for their plans. 

Thus it is the opinion of our commission and of our association that the 
affidavit is unnecessary and inappropriate from the standpoint of public policy 
and ineffectual for the purposes sought to be achieved by the National Defense 
Education Act asa whole. 


Senator Kennepy. Father, would it be possible for us to get first 
a list of the members of your commission on legislation ? 

Father Watsu. I would be very happy to supply it. 

Senator Kennepy. Secondly, I wonder if there could be printed 
in the record a list of members of the entire association whom you 
polled ¢ 

Father Watsu. Very good, sir. 

(The membership list "referred to follows:) 


MEMBERS OF THE ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN COLLEGES 


By order of the association, in the case of universities the unit of membership 
is the university college of liberal arts. Unless otherwise indicated the name 
of the president or the chancellor is given in the column headed executive 
officer. 


Institution Executive officer 
Alabama : 
Alabama College, Montevallo__.__.___--__-- Howard M. Phillips. 
Alabama Polytechnic Institute, Auburn —_--- Ralph B. Draughon. 
Athens College, Athens... ........-.._-- __.. Perry B. James. 
Birmingham-Southern College, Birmingham__ Henry K. Stanford. 
Howard College, Birmingham____.____---_~- Leslie S. Wright. 


Iluntingdon College, Montgomery_____----_~- Hubert Searcy 
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Institution 


Alabama—Continued 


Judson Deters, Bamee. _. Wns cccnnscame 
Miles College, Birmingham____-----_---~---~. 
St. Bernard College, St. Bernard__--------~ 
Spring Hill College, Spring Hill__._._-_-------- 
Stillman College, Tuscaloosa__....--..----- 
Talladega College, Talladega___.__._---_---_ 
Tuskegee Institute, Tuskegee____---_------_ 
University of Alabama, University__.___----~ 


Alaska: University of Alaska, College__._-- ~~~ 
Arizona: 


Arizona State College, Tempe__-___-------- 
University of Arizona, Tucson__-----_-_._. a 


Arkansas: 


Agricultural, Mechanical and Normal Col- 

lente: Pin : BRR ig So a ee cee 
Arkansas State College, State College______- 
College of the Ozarks, Clarksville____.____--- 
Harding College, Searcy...<........i...6su% 
Hendrix College, Conway_-__~.........--_-- 
Ouachita Baptist College, Arkadelphia 
Philander Smith College, Little Rock 
University of Arkansas, Fayetteville 


California : 


California College of Arts and Crafts, Oak- 

OGRE. 2655.45 5).. eee ae eee 
California Institute of Technology, Pasadena_ 
California Western University, San Diego__- 
Claremont Men’s College, Claremont ___----~- 
College of Notre Dame, Belmont_____-----~- 
College of the Holy Names, Oakland 
College of the Pacific, Stockton 
Dominican College, San Rafael_________---- 
Immaculate Heart College, Los Angeles__-_-- 
La Sierra College, Arlington 
La Verne College, La Verne_____----------- 
Loyola University of Los Angeles, 

PN ah I are a oe oe ae ae 


Occidental College, Los Angeles_______-----~- 
-*acific Union College, Angwin 
Pasadena College, Pasadena___....-..-_--- 
Pepperdine College, Los Angeles__.._--_---- 
Pomona College, Claremont__.....-------~-- 
Sacramento State College, Sacramento_____- 
Saint Mary’s College, St. Mary’s College_____ 
San Diego College for Women, Alcala Park, 
oabie SUG we en eee 
San Diego State College, San Diego 
San Francisco 
Wraemeieees ii a aie Ss ht le 
San Francisco State College, San Francisco_-_ 
Scripps College, Claremont___..-..-------~-- 
Stanford University, Stanford University__- 
University of Redlands, Redlands_______--_ 
University of San Francisco, San Francisco_- 
University of Santa Clara, Santa Clara 
University of Southern California, 
BUGI i ES. ocnnennnatuuasls 
Westmont College, Santa Barbara 
Whittier College, Whittier 


College for Women, San 


Los 


Colorado: 


Colorado College, Colorado Springs 


Loretto Heights College, Loretto__._.__.---.-- 


ACT OF 1958 


Executive officer 


J. I. Riddle. 

W. A. Bell. 
Brian Egan. 
Andrew C. Smith. 
Samuel B. Hay. 
Arthur D. Gray. 
Luther H. Foster. 
Frank A. Rose. 
Ernest N. Patty. 


J. Lawrence Walkup. 
Richard A. Harvill. 


Lawrence A. Davis. 
Carl R. Reng. 

Winslow S. Drummond. 
George S. Benson. 
Marshall T. Steel. 
Ralph A. Phelps, Jr. 

M. LaFayette Harris. 
John T. Caldwell. 


Joseph A. Danysh. 
Lee A. DuBridge. 
William C. Rust. 
George C. S. Benson. 
Sister Catharine Julie. 
Sister Imelda Maria. 
Robert E. Burns. 
Sister Mary Patrick. 
Sister Mary Humiliata. 
Norval F. Pease. 
Harold D. Fasnacht. 


Charles S. Casassa. 
Charles Easton Rothwell. 
Mother Rosemary Lyons. 
Arthur G. Coons. 

R. W. Fowler. 

Russell V. DeLong. 

M. Norvel Young. 

E. Wilson Lyon. 

Guy A. West. 

Brother S. Albert. 


Mother Frances J. Danz. 
Malcome A. Love. 


Mother Catherine Parks. 
tlenn S. Dumke. 
Frederick Hard. 

J. E. Wallace Sterling. 
George H. Armacost. 
John F. X. Connolly. 
Patrick A. Donohoe. 


Norman H. Topping. 
Roger J. Voskuyl. 
Paul 8S. Smith. 


Louis T. Benezet. 
Sister Frances Marie. 
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Institution Ezvecutive officer 
Colorado—Continued 
eis Conlere: IPOREO ds ann cindnenmeneak Richard F. Ryan. 
University of Colorado, Boulder__.-.-----_- Quigg Newton. 


University of Denver, Denver 


Ksitcnteegel ates, Chester M. Alter. 
Connecticut: 


Albertus Magnus College, New Haven_____-_- Sister Marie Louise Hubert. 
Annhurst College, Putnam __..--~-..-..L-- Mother Anne Emelienne. 
Connecticut College, New London_.--_------ Rosemary Park. 
Fairfield University, Fairfield_._..._._.-.-- James E. FitzGerald. 
Eifliver’ Oolietie, -Taaregerg. oneness e Alan §S. Wilson. 
St. Joseph College, West Hartford_._________ Sister Mary Theodore. 
Trintts' ‘College, HnwefomG sc cieceunncen lt Albert G. Jacobs. 
University of Bridgeport, Bridgeport___.___-_ James H. Halsey. 
Wesleyan University, Middletown_________-_ Victor L. Butterfield. 
Yale University, New Haven... =... __ A. Whitney Griswold. 
Delaware: Delaware State College, Dover_____-_-_ Jerome H. Holland. 
District of Columbia: 
American University, Washington_________~_ Hurst R. Anderson. 


Catholic University of America, Washington. Wiliam J. McDonald. 
Dunbarton College of Holy Cross, Wash- 


inptene S02 foe om ccvattme tle a Ue Sister M. Mildred Dolores. 
George Washington University, Washington_. Oswald S. Colclough, Acting. 
Georgetown University, Washington______- Edward B. Bunn. 
Howard University, Washington___...-___-_ Mordecai W. Johnson. 


Trinity College, Washington__...._..______ Sister Mary Patrick. 
Washington Missionary College, Takoma 


Perk. 260002.22=2. 2A. Se BN ee William H. Shephard. 
Florida : 
Barry College; Midmi—: — uw. a Sister Mary Alice, Exec. 


Vice Pres. 
Bethune-Cookman College, Daytona Beach__ Richard V. Moore. 
Florida Agricultural and Mechanical College, 


Tallahassee __-_- I aawinnnmaeend George W. Gore, Jr. 
Florida Normal and Industrial Memorial 

Collete Sh: *AGGUMInG. 6 nc ce cc R. W. Puryear. 
Florida Southern College, Lakeland________~_ Charles T. Thrift, Jr. 
Florida State University, Tallahassee_______ Robert M. Strozier. 
Rollins College, Winter Park_.....-.-__----- Hugh F. McKean. 
Stetson University, DeLand................ J. Ollie Edmunds. 
University of Florida, Gainesville___._._.______ J. Wayne Reitz. 
University of Miami, Coral Gables_._________ Jay F. W. Pearson. 
University of Tampa, Tampa__._.......=.-. David M. Delo. 

Georgia : y 

Agnes Scott College, Decatur__...-.._______ Wallace M. Alston. 
Atianta University; Atlante... ..cccccci ll Rufus E. Clement. 
Berry College, Mount Berry_..._-._.______-_ John R. Bertrand. 
Brenau College, Gainesville__.......________ Josiah Crudup. 
Clark Collewe, Atiante. cS i ei James P. Brawley. 
Emory University, Atlanta 22......_________ S. Walter Martin. 
Fort Valley State College, Fort Valley_____- C. V. Troup. 


Georgia Institute of Technology, Atlanta____ 
Georgia State College of Business Adminis- Edwin D. Harrison. 


intratiominis! 2 ius) eu 8S 
Georgia State College for Women, Milledge- Noah Langdale. 

wites 2 3 elie oo ies a eee Robert E. Lee. 
LaGrange College, LaGrange_____..________ Waights G. Henry, Jr. 
Mercer University, Macon....._..-_________ George B. Connell. 
Morehouse College, Atlanta_________________ Benjamin E. Mays. 
Morris Brown:College; Atlanta__..._________ F. J. Cunningham, Acting. 
North Georgia College, Dahlonega__..._._ _- Merritt E. Hoag. 
Oglethorpe University, Oglethorpe University. Donald C. Agnew. 
Paine Colleges RUg0ite o.. —..nnnnnucsnncnmmnk E. Clayton Calhoun. 


Piedmont College, Demorest James E. Walter. 


Shorter College, Rome______________________ Randall H. Minor. 
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j Institution Erecutive officer 
Georgia—Continued 
Spelman College, Atlanta_........------~--- Albert E. Manley. 
Titt Comege) Forsyi4. ....<.05. Uae Cary T. Vinzant. 
University of Georgia, Athens____._-.-------~< Omer C. Aderhold. 
Valdosta State College, Valdosta________-_-_ J. Ralph Thaxton. 
Wesleyan College, Macon__-.---------._---. B. Joseph Martin. 
Hawaii: University of Hawaii, Honolulu____---- Lawrence H. Snyder. 
Idaho: 
College of Idaho, Caldwell__.......--------- Tom E. Shearer. 
Idaho State College, Pocatello.....-..-..--- Carl W. McIntosh. 
Northwest Nazarene College, Nampa___------ John E. Riley. 
Illinois: 
Augustana College, Rock Island_____________ Conrad Bergendoff. 
Aurora Golle@e) Auroral - cccn0ssccccscccasan Theodore P. Stephens. 
Barat College of the Sacred Heart, Lake 
WOreme a2 Uo oh UU 2 sce rece rewnd Mother Margaret Burke. 
i Blackburn College, Carlinville._........-___ Robert P. Ludlum. 
Bradley: University, Peoria__.._....._--_- Harold P. Rodes. 
Carthage College, Carthage________-_-.____ - Harold H. Lentz. 
College of St. Francis, Joliet-._.....__.____-_ Sister M. Elvira. 
De Paul University, Chicago_.......________ Comerford J. O’Malley. 
Elmhurst College, Elmhurst___.._....____--- Robert C. Stanger. 
Eureka College, Eureka____.-......._-__-_ Ira W. Langston. 
George Williams College, Chicago___________ John R. McCurdy. 
Greenville College, Greenville___.._.________ Henry J. Long. 
Illinois College, Jacksonville___.___._________ L. Vernon Caine 
Illinois Institute of Technology, Chicago____-_ J. T. Rettaliata. 
Illinois Wesleyan University, Bloomington___ Lloyd M. Bertholf. 
Knuox ‘Coflege; Galesburg... tke Sharvy G. Umbeck. 
Lake Forest College, Lake Forest_.....______ Srnest A. Johnson. 
Loyola University, Chicago._......_....__ __ James F. Maguire. 
MacMurray College, Jacksonville___.________ Louis W. Norris. 
Maryknoll Seminary, Glen Ellyn__._.______-_ George M. Buckley. 
McKendree College, Lebanon____-_________~_ Webb B. Garrison. 
Millikin University, Decatur___......._____-_ Paul L. McKay. 
Monmouth College, Monmouth___...________ Robert W. Gibson. 
Mundelein College, Chicago__..._-.___________ Sister Mary Ann Ida. 
North Central College, Naperville____________ C. Harve Geiger. 
Northwestern University, Evanston__________ James Roscoe Miller. 
Olivet Nazarene College, Kankakee__________ Harold W. Reed. 
Quincy College, Quincy...=_-.........__..- Julian Woods. 
Rockford College, Rockford___._-___________ Leland H. Carlson. 
Roosevelt University, Chicago__._.___._.________ Sdward J. Sparling. 
Rosary College, River Forest__._.__.___________ Sister Mary Aurelia. 
St. Procopius College, Lisle......_.........__ Adolph E. Hrdlicka. 
Saint Xavier College, Chicago_.__._.__________ Sister Mary Huberta. 
Southern Illinois University, Carbondale_____ Delyte W. Morris. 
| The Prigeien; Mises oe ee William E. Morgan. 
University of Chicago, Chicago__._._...______.. Lawrence A. Kimpton. 
University of Illinois, Urbana___......____.- David D. Henry. 
Wheaton College, Wheaton_________________ V. R. Edman. 
Indiana : 
Anderson College, Anderson__........._--- Robert H. Reardon. 
Butler University, Indianapolis_._.._._...__-- M. O. Ross 
DePauw University, Greencastle._..._._______ Russell J. Humbert. 
Earlham College, Richmond _..........___-- Landrum R. Bolling. 
Evansville College, Evansville........_______ Melvin W. Hyde. 
Franklin College, Franklin.-........._.____~ Harold W. Richardson. 
Goshen College, Goshen_.........-.-____._ Paul Mininger. 
Hanover College, Hanover__..........__-___ John E. Horner. 
Indiana Central College, Indianapolis_....._ I. Lynd Esch. 
Indiana University, Bloomington__...._._.___ Herman B. Wells. 
Manchester College, North Manchester_____- A, Blair Helman. 
Marian College, Indianapolis__._.._.__.-._-- Francis J. Reine. 


Rose Polytechnic Institute, Terre Haute__.. Ford L. Wilkinson, Jr. 
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Institution Erecutive officer 
Indiana—Continued 
Saint Francis College, Fort Wayne__.------- Sister M. Rosanna. 
Saint Joseph’s College, Collegeville______---- Raphael H. Gross. 
Saint Mary-of-the-Woods College, Saint 
Mary-eOthe-Wetde. Lt eas Sister Francis Joseph. 
Saint Mary’s College, Notre Dame____------ Sister M. Madeleva. 
Tavyine Univereity; Tomine... ccs. .s Evan H. Bergwall. 
University of Notre Dame, Notre Dame__-_-_-- Theodore M. Hesburgh. 
Valparaiso University, Valparaiso._.._._-._--~- O. P. Kretzmann. 
Wabash College, Crawfordsville____..__-__---_ Byron K. Trippet. 
Iowa: 
Briar Cliff College, Sioux City_._........--- Sister Mary Matilda. 
Buena Vista College, Storm Lake .-------_ John A. Fisher. 
Comiral (OIC ERS names G. T. Vander Lugt. 
Clarke Collese, Dupngee.._... hie ek Sister Mary Benedict. 
Coe Cotiere; Cotar Bangs... 05 ncaccene Joseph E. McCabe. 
Cornell College, Mt. Vernon_.........-.-__ Russell D. Cole. 
Drake University, Des Moines__.._...--.__ Henry G. Harmon. 
Grinnell College, Grinnell___...._.____-_--_- Howard R. Bowen. 
Iowa Wesleyan College, Mt. Pleasant____---- J. Raymond Chadwick. 
beras Comeee, seeemene. D. V. Foley. 
lather Golieso, Decorah... cn cne J. W. Yivisaker. 
Marycrest College, Davenport___..._-------- Mother Mary Geraldine. 
Morningside College, Sioux City_....._.-.-- J. Richard Palmer. 
Parsons College, Fairfield_................. Millard G. Roberts. 
St. Ambrose College, Davenport_______------ William J. Collins. 
Simpson College, Indianola_____-._-_------ William E. Kerstetter. 
State University of Iowa, Iowa City__.----- Virgil M. Hancher. 
University of Dubuque, Dubuque_____----~-- Gaylord M. Couchman. 
Upper Iowa University, Fayette______.__-__- Eugene E. Garbee. 
Wartburg College, Waverly___.............. C. H. Becker. 
Wenstmar Caliese 122 Mare... ......-.. acteene H. H. Kalas. 
William Penn College, Oskaloosa_____.----- Sheppard A. Watson. 
Kansas: 
Baker University, Baldwin______.___-____--- W. J. Scarborough. 
Bethany College, Lindsborg__....._.___----- L. Dale Lund. 
Bethel College, North Newton ____---_------ David C. Wedel. 
College of Emporia, Emporia_._-._._._------- Luther E. Sharpe. 
Fort Hays Kansas State College, Hays_.__._. M. C. Cunningham. 
Friends University, Wichita__.__._._.._.._--- Lowell E. Roberts. 
Kansas Wesleyan University, Salina____-_-- D. Arthur Zook. 
Marymount College, Salina_......._______ Mother Mary Helena. 
McPherson College, MePherson________--_-_~ D. W. Bittinger. 
Mount St. Scholastica College, Atchison__.. Mother M. Alfred Schroll. 
Ottawa University, Ottawa__.._...__________- Andrew B. Martin. 
St. Benedict’s College, Atchison ____-__-__-_ Brendan Downey. 
Saint Mary College, Xavier__...._._.___..._.- Arthur M. Murphy. 
Southwestern College, Winfield__._._________ C. Orville Strohl. 
Sterling College, Sterling............____.. William M. McCreery. 
University of Kansas, Lawrence________-___ Franklin D. Murphy. 
University of Wichita, Wichita__..__._____~ Harry F. Corbin. 
Washburn University of Topeka, Topeka__.._ Bryan S. Stoffer. 
Kentucky : 
Asbury College, Wilmore____..--.-___...-__ Z. T. Johnson. 
Bellarmine College, Louisville__...-__.-____ Alfred F. Horrigan. 
SIOTOR, RIGO SOONOR eae a Francis S. Hutchins. 
Cetttre Celebs; DiATIV IO... koe ke Thomas A. Spragens. 
Georgetown College, Georgetown____________ Henson Harris, Acting. 
Kentucky Weselyan College, Owensboro_____ Oscar W. Lever. 
Nazareth College, Louisville__.._.._.__________ Sister Margaret Gertrude. 
Transylvania College, Lexington__..________ Irvin E. Lunger. 
Union College, Barbourville____._....._...... Conway Boatman. 
University of Kentucky, Lexington__._______ Frank G. Dickey. 
University of Louisville, Louisville___._______ Philip G. Davidson. 


Ursuline College, Louisville__..._.__________ Mother Mary Cosma. 
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Institution 


Louisiana : 


Centenary College of Louisiana, Shreveport—-_ 
Dillard University, New Orleans__-~.-~-~--- 
Louisiana College, Pineville___....--------- 


Louisiana Polytechnic Institute, Ruston__--- 
Louisiana State University, University__---- 


Loyola University, New Orleans__---------- 
McNeese State College, Lake Charles__------ 
Newcomb College, New Orleans__----------- 
Northeast Louisiana State College, Monroe_-_ 
Northwestern State College, Natchitoches__- 
Notre Dame Seminary, New Orleans__-~-~--- 
St. Mary’s Dominican College, New Orleans_-_ 
Southeastern Louisiana College, Hammond-_-_ 
Southern University, Baton Rouge____----- 
Southwestern Louisiana Institute, Lafayette_ 
Tulane University, New Orleans___--------- 
Xavier University, New Orleans__---.------ 


Maine: 


Bates College, Lewiston...csica....2.c8.5- 
Bowdoin College, Brunswick. ------------ 
Colby College, Waterville__............---- 
Saint Joseph’s College, North Windham_-_--_- 
University of Maine, Orono_...............- 


Maryland: 


College of Notre Dame of Maryland, 
Baltimore. 
Goucher College, Towson, Baltimore____--~~ 
Hood Oolleme, Frederick. .... 6.2.4 
Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore____--- 
Loyola College, Baltimore__............u... 
Morgan State College, Baltimore__....----- 
Mount St. Agnes College, Baltimore_____-_-- 


Mount Saint Mary’s College, Emmitsburg__- 
St. John’s College, Annapolis._............ 
Saint Joseph College, Emmitsburg... ~~ 
U.S. Naval Academy, Annapolis_-__._------~- 
University of Maryland, College Park 
Washington College, Chestertown______----- 
Western Maryland College, Westminster__-__ 
Woodstock College, Woodstock __..._-______ 


Massachusetts: 


American International College, Springfield__ 
Amherst College, Amherst___.._....-_---_-- 
Anna Maria College, Paxten.-=.......=<:-_ 
Assumption College, Worcester___----_------ 
Atlantic Union College, South Lancaster_-_-_- 
Boston College, Chestnut Hill____.________-~-- 
Boston University, Boston_.............. .- 
Brandeis University, Waltham____._..------ 
Clark University, Worcester... ...... 
College of Our Lady of the Elms, Chicopee_- 
College of the Holy Cross, Worcester______-~- 
Eastern Nazarene College, Wollaston_____-~_ 
Emerson College, Boston_...........-....... 
Xmmanuel College, Boston__-...--_-------_ 
Harvard University, Cambridge___________-~ 
Lesley College, Cambridge___-._.._____-__-_- 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cam- 

ON i cts cin 
Merrimack College, North Andover 


Mount Holyoke College, South Hadley___-_-_-- 
Newton College of the Sacred Heart, Newton_ 
Northeastern University, Boston 
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Executive officer 


Joe J. Mickle. 

Albert W. Dent. 

G. Earl Guinn. 

R. L. Ropp. 

Troy H. Middleton. 
W. Patrick Donnelly. 
W. N. Cusie. 

John R. Hubbard, Dean. 
George T. Walker. 
John S. Kyser. 

John McQuade. 
Sister Mary Louise. 
L. H. Dyson. 

Felton G. Clark. 
Joel L. Fletcher. 
Rufus C. Harris. 
Sister M. Josephina. 


Charles F. Phillips. 
James 8S. Coles. 
Julius Seelye Bixler. 
Sister Mary Carmel. 
Lloyd H. Elliott. 


Sister Margaret Mary. 


Otto F. Kraushaar. 
Andrew G. Truxal. 
Milton S. Eisenhower. 
Vincent F. Beatty. 
Martin D. Jenkins. 
Sister Mary Cleophas 
Costello. 
J. L. Sheridan. 
Richard D. Weigle. 
Sister Hilda Gleason. 
Charles L. Nelson. 
Wilson H. Elkins. 
Daniel Z. Gibson. 
Lowell S. Ensor 
Edward J. Sponya. 


John Fore Hines. 
Charles W. Cole. 
Sister Irene Marie. 
Armand H. Desautels. 
L. M. Stump. 

Michael P. Walsh. 
Harold C. Case. 

Abram L. Sachar. 
Howard B. Jefferson. 
Christopher J. Weldon. 
William A. Donaghy. 
Edward S. Mann. 

S. Justus McKinley. 
Sister Alice Gertrude. 
Nathan M. Pusey. 
Trentwell Mason White. 


Julius A. Stratton. 
Vincent A. McQuade. 
Richard G. Gettell. 
Mother Gabrielle Husson. 
Carl S. Elh 








Michigan : 





AMENDING EDUCATION ACT OF 1958 





Institution Ezrecutive officer 
Massachusetts—Continued 
Radcliffe College, Cambridge___.._..---_---- Wilbur K. Jordan. 
Regis Collie,’ WéeetO8_.. 22sec esi Sister Mary Alice. 
Simmons College, Boston___.._-.----------- William BP. Park. 
Smith College, Northampton___----------- Benjamin F. Wright. 
Springfield College, Springfield__.__._--_--_--_ Glenn A. Olds. 
Suffolk University, Boston.................. Robert J. Munce. 
Tufts University, Medford___.._-------.---. Nils Y. Wessell. 
University of Massachusetts, Amherst_------ J. Paul Mather. 
Wellesley College, Wellesley___._.---..---_-- Margaret Clapp. 
Wheaton College, Norton_....._..-.~...... A. Howard Meneely. 
Williams College, Williamstown___-__--_-_-- James P. Baxter ITT. 
Worcester Polytechnic Institute, Worcester__ Arthur B. Brownell. 
Adrian College, Allright: . .....0...sSsULdLWe John H. Dawson. 
Albion College, Albionoc. clits liscllss William W. Whitehouse. 
Sima Colles |All ocs 3 once ncnnwentlsnnll Robert D. Swanson. 
Aquinas College, Grand Rapids__----------- Arthur F. Bukowski. 
Calvin College, Grand Rapids__..._..-..____ William Spoelhof. 
Emmanuel Missionary College, Berrien 
ORR a iS a nts tecnica F. O. Rittenhouse. 
Hillsdale College, Hillsdale..........._.___- J. Donald Phillips. 
Hope College, Holland___..-..--..--_.-- ~~ Irwin J. Lubbers. 
Kalamazoo College, Kalamazoo____._-._--_- Weimer K. Hicks. 
Marygrove College, Detroit................ Sister M. Honora. 
Mercy Oollege, Detroit.i2 =. ji2- ci Sister Mary Lucille, 
Michigan State University of Agriculture & 
Applied Science, East Lansing._...-_.___ John A. Hannah. 
Nazareth College, Nazareth____.____________ Sister Marie Kathleen, 
Olivet CollegeOl vets. 2... sendin. Gorton Riethmiller. 
Siena Heights College, Adrian__.___________ Sister Benedicta Marie. 
University of Detroit, Detroit-_._........____ Celestin J. Steiner. 
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor___--_---_ Harlan H. Hatcher. 
Wayne State University, Detroit_.__._._.__._____ Clarence B. Hilberry. 
Western Michigan University, Kalamazoo__._. Paul V. Sangren. 
Minnesota : 
Augsburg College, Minneapolis_._._.__.....--__ Bernhard Christensen. 
Carleton College, Northfield__..._._......_... Laurence M. Gould. 
College of St. Benedict, St. Joseph... --- Sister M. Remberta. 
College of St. Catherine, St. Paul__....--- Sister Mary William. 
College of St. Scholastica, Duluth... ...-- Mother M. Martina. 
College of Saint Teresa, Winona___.._-___-- Sister M. Camille. 
College of St. Thomas, St. Paul... .. James P. Shannon. 
Concordia College, Moorhead______...___--_ Joseph L. Knutson. i 
Gustavus Adolphus College, St. Peter____---- Edgar M. Carlson. ' 
Hamline University, St. Paul_....._._........ Paul H. Giddens. 
Macalester College, St. Paul_........._._._. Harvey M. Rice. 
Saint John’s University, Collegeville__._...__ Arno Gustin. 
Saint Mary’s College, Winona______________ Brother I. Basil. : 
Saint Olaf College, Northfield__......-____ Clemens M. Granskou. 
University of Minneapolis, Minneapolis__._-- J. L. Morrill. 
Mississippi : 
Belhaven College, Jackson__...........--- R. MeFerran Crowe. 
Blue Mountain College, Blue Mountain. --_- Lawrence T. Lowrey. 
Delta State College, Cleveland____....-..--- . J. M. Ewing. | 
Jactsson State College, Jackson______._-_---- Jacob L. Reddix. 
Millsaps College, Jackson____.--___.___-___. H. Ellis Finger, Jr. 
Mississippi College, Clinton_________-___---.. R. A. McLemore. 
Mississippi Southern College, Hattiesburg__._.. W. D. McCain. 


Mississippi State University of Agriculture & Ben F. Hilbun. 
Applied Science, State College. 

Mississippi State College for Women, Co- Charles P. Hogarth. 
lumbus. 

Tougaloo Southern Christian College, Tou- Samuel C. Kincheloe. 
galoo. 

University of Mississippi, University___.._-- John Davis Williams. 
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Institution Executive officer 
Missouri : 
Central College; Fayette...............-.ni= Kalph L. Woodward. 
College of St. Teresa, Kansas City_--------- Sister M. Alfred Noble. 
Culver-Stockton College, Canton....-..----- Fred Helsabeck. 
Drury College, Springfield..._..._....-----.--. James Franklin Findlay. 
Fontbonne College, St. Louis___...---.------ Sister Mary Marguerite 
Sheeley. 
Lindenwood College, St. Charles_.___.------- France L. McCluer. 
Maryville College of the Sacred Heart, St. Mother M. Erskine. 
Louis. 
Missouri Valley College, Marshall____------~ M. Earle Collins. 
Park: College, Park Wille. ....cnccndain canes 
Rockhurst College, Kansas City___...------- Maurice E. Van Ackeren. 
St. Louis University, St. Louis._._....-..- Paul C. Reinert. 
Tarkio, Galleee,  TArmi0s =... nad icninatiagnns Clyde H. Canfield. 
University of Kansas City, Kansas City_---. Richard M. Drake. 
University of Missouri, Columbia__._-.--~~- Elmer Ellis. 
Washington University, St. Louis_._...-----~- Ethan A. H. Shepley. 
Webster College, Webster Groves____-------. Sister M. Francetta. 
Westminster College, Fulton__..------------ Robert L. D. Davidson. 


William Jewell College, Liberty___.-------_-- 
Montana: 


Carroll College, Helena 


Walter Pope Binns. 


Bi oe ics ee ee ees Raymond G. Hunthausen. 


College of Great Falls, Great Falls__.._----- J. J. Donovan. 

Rocky Mountain College, Billings__._.--.---~ Philip M. Widenhouse. 
Nebraska: 

College of St. Mary, Cmeane......- oct Sister M. Alice. 

Creighton University, Omaha _.__.... Carl M. Reinert. 

Doane. Coens, CreGGnn dis so eee ee Donald M. Typer. 

Duchesne College, Omaha_-_-_------------- Mother Dorothy Clark. 

Hastings College, Hastings._......._..... Thereon B. Maxson. 

Midland College, Fremont... _-._-.-------_ Paul W. Dieckman. 

Municipal University of Omaha, Omaha__-_. P. Milo Bail. 

Nebraska Wesleyan University, Lincoln__-_- Vance D. Rogers. 

TINO, RISTO EAC wrens David J. Bieber. 
Nevada : 

University of Nevada, Reno___...-.--..... Charles J. Armstrong. 
New Hampshire: 

Dartmouth College, Hanover___....________. John S. Dickey. 

Mount Saint Mary College, Hooksett....._ Sister M. Mauritia. 

Rivier College; Nashue.......n<----<shedonss Sister Clarice de St. Marie. 

Saint Anselm’s College, Manchester__._.___- Gerald F. McCarthy. 

University of New Hampshire, Durham____- Eldon L. Johnson. 
New Jersey: 

Caldwell College for Women, Caldwell______ Sister M. Marguerite. 


College of St. Elizabeth, Convent Station... Sister Hildegarde Marie. 
Douglass College (founded as New Jersey Mary I. Bunting, Dean. 
College for Women), Rutgers University, 
New Brunswick. 


Drew University, Madison_............___. Fred G. Holloway. 
Fairleigh Dickinson University, Rutherford_. Peter Sammartino. 
Georgian Court College, Lakewood____._____ Mother Marie Anna. 
Newark College of Engineering, Newark.... Robert W. Van Houten. 
Princeton University, Princeton.._.._..___- Robert F. Goheen. 


Rider College, Trenton............_.._.__. Franklin F. Moore. 
Rutgers, The State University of N.J.. New Mason W. Gross. 


Brunswick. 
St. Peter’s College, Jersey City...........___ James J. Shanahan. 
Seton Hall University, South Orange_______ John L. MeNulty. 
Stevens Institute of Technology, Hoboken_. Jess H. Davis. 
Upsala College, East Orange__....._______ Evald B. Lawson. 


New Mexico: 
University of New Mexico, Albuquerque__.__ Thomas L. Popejoy. 
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Institution Erecutive officer 
New York: 
Adelphi College, Garden City__--.------_--- Paul D. Eddy. 
Alfred University, Alfred_................. M.-Ellis Drake. 
Bard College, Annandale-on-Hudson______-~_ James H. Case, Jr. 


Barnard College, Columbia University, Millicent Carey McIntosh. 
New York. 


Bellarmine College, Plattsburg__......----- William Gleason. 
Brooklyn College, Brooklyn____-_----------_ Harry David Gideonse. 
Canisius College, Buffalo_.......__....__--- Philip E. Dobson. 


City College of the City of New York, Buell G. Gallagher. 
New York. 
Clarkson College of Technology, Potsdam_-- William G. Van Note. 





Colgate University, Hamilton__.______-___-_~ Everett Needham Case. 
College of Mount Saint Vincent, New York_- Sister Catharine Marie. 
College of New Rochelle, New Rochelle___-_-- Mother Mary Peter Carthy. 
College of St. Rose, Albany____...-.._--__--- Sister Catherine Francis. j 
Columbia University, New York _-_--_------ Grayson L. Kirk. H 
Cornet University; timate... Deane W. Malott. 
D’Youville College, Buffalo__._____-._------ Sister Regina Marie. 
Mime Cotlese:’ Nrare.. 2. ree J. Ralph Murray. 
Finch College, NeW Terk.......2 =. eek Roland R. DeMarco. 
Fordham University, New York__---------- Laurence J. McGinley. 
300d Counsel College, White Plains.__.__~~- Mother Mary Dolores. 
Hamilton Colfesé, Onnton...... = eck Robert W. McEwen. ‘ 
Hartwick College, Oneonta_............—.~- M. A. F. Ritchie. 
Hobart and William Smith Colleges, Geneva~ Louis M. Hirshson. 
Hofstra College, Hempstead____--.--.------ John C. Adams. 
Houghton College, Houghton____--.-------- Stephen W. Paine. 
Hunter College of the City of New York, George N. Shuster. 
New York. 
Iona College, New Rochelle___---.---------.- William H. Barnes. 
TARO OED, TOR A stiri ncn canines Howard I. Dillingham. 
Keuka College, Keuka Park__-.-~~-----~--~-- Earl Bloomquist, Jr., Acting. 
Le Moyne College, Syracuse___.------------ Robert F. Grewen. 
Manhattan College, New York__------------- Brother Augustine Philip. 
Manhattanville College of the Sacred Heart, Mother Eleanor M. O’Byrne. 
Purchase. 
Marymount College, Tarrytown___---------- Mother M. du Sacré Coeur. 
Nazareth College, Rochester___._...._------ Mother M. Helene. 
New York University, New York__--------- Carroll V. Newsom. 
Niagara University, Niagara Falls_.___...-.. Vincent T. Swords. 
Notre Dame College of Staten Island,Grymes Mother Saint Egbert. 
Hill. 
PRO COTO. TRO NIN Me trent nao Robert S. Pace. 
Polytechnic Institute of Brooklyn, Brooklyn. Ernst Weber. 
Pratt Institute, Brooklyn____--.--.-------- Robert F. Oxnam. 
Queens College of the City of New York, Harold W. Stoke. 
Flushing. 
Rosary Hill College, Buffalo___.....____-_-- Sister. M. Angela. 
Russell Sage College, Troy___.-.____------- Lewis A. Froman. 
St. Bonaventure University, St. Bonaventure. Brian Lhota. 
St. Francis College, Brooklyn_____.-_------ Brother Urban. 
St. John’s University, Jamaica__________--_ John A. Flynn. 
St. Joseph’s College for Women, Brooklyn__-- Sister Vincent Therese. 
St. Lawrence University, Canton___._-____-- Eugene G. Bewkes. 
Sarah Lawrence College, Bronxville______-~_ Harold Taylor. 


School of General Studies, Columbia Uni- Clifford L. Lord. 
versity, New York. 


Siena College, Loudonville_________________ Edmund Christy. 
Skidmore College, Saratoga Springs_______~_ Val H. Wilson. 

State University of New York, Albany_____- 

Syracuse University, Syracuse_____________ William P. Tolley. 
Union College, Schenectady________________ Carter Davidson. 
United States Military Academy, West Point. Garrison H. Davidson. 
University of Buffalo, Buffalo__._..__________ Clifford C. Furnas. 


University of Rochester, Rochester_________ C. W. de Kiewiet. 
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Institution 


New York—Continued 

Vassar College, Poughkeepsie____--__------ 

Wagner College, Staten Island_____________~- 

Welln Comome,, Amen 6 8 a tess 

Yeshiva University, New York_--.-~---~~-~.. 
North Carolina : 

Agricultural and Technical College, Greens- 
Atlantie Christian College, Wilson______---~~- 
Belmont Abbey College, Belmont ____-- ~~~ 
Bennett College, Greensboro ____.....-._----- 
Catawba College, Salisbury__._......._-_--- 
Davidson College, Davidson 
Duke University, MOMs occ nen 
East Carolina College, Greenville__.._.____- 
Elon College, Elon College_____...-_------- 


mo" = 


Guilford College, Guilford__.._...___-_____- 
High Point College, High Point___.____---- 
Johnson C. Smith University, Charlotte___-_ 
Lenoir Rhyne College, Hickory 
Livingstone College, Salisbury 
Meredith College, Raleigh_............_--- 
North Carolina College at Durham, Durham-— 
Pembroke State College, Pembroke 
Queens College, Chariotte._............... 
Saint Augustine’s College, Raleigh________-__ 
Salem College, Winston-Salem___-__----__- 
Shaw University, Raleigh..............___ 
University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill__- 
Wake Forest College, Winston-Salem_______ 
Woman’s College, University of North Caro- 
lina, Greensboro 
North Dakota: 
Jamestown College, Jamestown__________--- 
a University of North Dakota, Grand Forks__- 
hio: 
Antioch College, Yellow Springs__..---_-__- 
Ashland College, Ashland_....._..._______. 
Baldwin-Wallace College, Berea__._.-__---- 
Bluffton College, Bluffton._._._.____....._- _- 
Bowling Green State University, Bowling 
Capital University, Columbus____....----__- 
Case Institute of Technology, Cleveland____- 
Central State College, Wilberforce__________ 
College of Mount St. Joseph, Mount St. Joseph 
College of St. Mary of the Springs, Columbus 
College of Wooster, Wooster__._.-..._._-___ 
Defiance College, Defiance__...........____ 
Denison University, Granville 
TL, CO sO oc icc 
TUR, RE. meee 
Heidelberg. .College, ._Tiffin.-...---.-..-____. 
ME PR es 
John Carroll University, Cleveland 
Kent State University, Kent 
Kenyon College, Gambier__..........._.__. 
Lake Erie College, Painesville 
Marietta College, Marietta__........-_._._- 
Mary Manse College, Toledo__...._.._______ 
Miami Tarvetwuy, Garr... === 
Mount Union College, Alliance____.._________ 
Muskingum College, New Concord___.---_-- 
Notre Dame College, South Euclid____.__-_-~- 
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Executive officer 


Sarah G. Blanding. 
Richard H. Heindel. 
Louis J. Long. 
Samuel Belkin. 


Warmouth T. Gibbs. 
Arthur D. Wenger. 
Cuthbert E. Allen. 
Willa B. Player. 

A. R. Keppel. 

D. Grier Martin. 

A. Hollis Edens. 
John D. Messick. 

J. E. Danieley. 
Marshall Scott Woodson. 
Harold H. Hutson. 
Clyde A. Milner. 
Dennis H. Cooke. 
Rufus P. Perry. 
Voight R. Cromer. 
Samuel E. Duncan. 
Carlyle Campbell. 
Alfonso Elder. 
Walter J. Gale. 
Sdwin R. Walker. 
James A. Boyer. 
Dale H. Gramley. 
William R. Strassner. 
William C. Friday. 
Harold W. Tribble. 


Gordon W. Blackwell. 


Edwin H. Rian. 
George W. Starcher. 


Samuel B. Gould. 
Glenn L. Clayton. 
A. B. Bonds, Jr. 
Lloyd L. Ramseyer. 


Ralph W. McDonald. 
Harold L. Yochum. 
T. Keith Glennan. 
Charles H. Wesley. 
Sister Maria Corona, Dean. 
Sister M. Angelita. 
Howard F. Lowry. 
Kevin C. McCann. 

A. Blair Knapp. 

G. Brooks Ernest. 

H. Clifford Fox. 

W. Terry Wickham. 
Paul F. Sharp. 

Hugh E. Dunn. 
George A. Bowman. 
F. Edward Lund. 
Paul Weaver. 
William Bay Irvine. 
Sister John Baptist. 
John D. Millett. 

Carl C. Bracy. 
Robert N. Montgomery. 
Sister Mary Loyole. 
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Institution Erecutive officer 
Ohio—Continued 
Oberlin Gotless, Obdriin=............. usu William B. Stevenson. 
Ohio Northern University, Ada____-_------- F.. Bringle McIntosh. 
Ohio State University, Columbus__---------~- Novice G. Fawcett. 
Ohio Wesleyan University, Delaware_____-_-- George W. Burns, Acting. 
Otterbein College, Westerville_______-_____-_ Lynn W. Turner. 
Our Lady of Cincinnati College, Cincinnati__ Sister Mary Grace. 
Univereity of Abroms ARPOD.... 2. ncccccccucce Norman P. Auburn. 
University of Cincinnati, Cincinnati____-_-~- Walter C. Langsam. 
University of Dayton, Dayton______---~---- Andrew L. Seebold. 
University of Toledo, Toledo____------------ William S. Carlson. 
Ursuline College, Cleveland__._............. Mother Marie. 
Western College for Women, Oxford__------ Herrick B. Young. 
Western Reserve University, Cleveland____-- John S. Mills. 
Wilberforce University, Wilberforce______--_- Rembert E. Stokes. 
Wilmington College, Wilmington____---_---- Samuel D. Marble. 
Wittenberg College, Springfield_____._--__--- Clarence C. Stoughton. 
Xavier University, Cincinnati____._._..------ Paul L. O’Connor. 
Youngstown University, Youngstown__-_---~- Howard W. Jones. 
Oklahoma : 

Bethany-Nazarene College, Bethany_-_------ Roy H. Cantrell. 
Langston University, Langston_______------- G. L. Harrison. 
Oklahoma Baptist University, Shawnee___-_- John W. Riley. 


Oklahoma City University, Oklahoma City... Jack S. Wilkes. 

Oklahoma State University of Agriculture Oliver S. Wilham. 
and Applied Science, Stillwater. 

Panhandle Agricultural & Mechanical Col- Marvin E. McKee. 
lege, Goodwell. 


Pope rarer, Ieee a See Eugene S. Briggs. 
University of Oklahoma, Norman __-------- George L. Cross. 
Univetacy 0. 2 niee, 2 eee Ben G. Henneke. 
Oregon : 
Cascade College, Portland_...........__...- Edison Habegger. 
Lewis and Clark College, Portland______---~- Morgan §S. Odell. 
Linfield College, McMinnville______-__--_----_- Hary L. Dillin. 
Marylhurst College, Marylhurst___--------- Sister Consuela Maria. 
Mount Angel College, Mount Angel____-_-__- Mother Mary Gemma. 
Pacific University, Forest Grove__._.__----~ 
Portland State College, Portland___.___-----~- John F. Cramer. 
need ‘Coma, oe... Richard H. Sullivan. 
University of Oregon, Eugene___-_.-_------ O. Meredith Wilson. 
University of Portland, Portland______----- Howard J. Kenna. 
Willamette University, Salem_____-__------ G. Herbert Smith. 
Pennsylvania: 
Albright College, Reading... ~------- Harry V. Masters. 
Allegheny College, Meadville___________-_-_ Lawrence L. Pelletier. 
Alliance College, Cambridge Springs____-_-- Arthur P. Coleman. 
Beaver College, Jenkintown_________---___- Raymon M. Kistler. 
Bucknell University, Lewisburg_____--__--__~ Merle M. Odgers. 
Carnegie Institute of Technology, Pittsburgh. J. C. Warner. 
Cedar Crest College, Allentown___-_-__--_-_ Dale H. Moore. 
Chatham College, Pittsburgh_.........__-___ -aul R. Anderson. 
Chestnut Hill College, Philadelphia__._____-_- Sister Catharine Frances. 
College Misericordia, Dallas._........_....- Sister M. Celestine. 
Dickinson College, Carlisle__........._______ William W. Edel. 
Drexel] Institute of Technology, Philadelphia. James Creese. 
Duquesne University, Pittsburgh_____._______ Vernon F. Gallagher. 
Eastern Baptist College, St. Davids_._..___- Gilbert L. Guffin. 
Elizabethtown .College, Elizabethtown___... A. C. Baugher. 
Franklin and Marshall College, Lancaster... F. de W. Bolman, Jr. 
Gantt THEMOG, Tete sitio can cencacocaasnne, Wilfrid J. Nash. 
Geneva College, Beaver Falls__._.._..__.____ Edwin ©. Clarke. 
Gettysburg College, Gettysburg__.._._.____- Willard S. Paul. 
Grove City College, Grove City_.....______- J. Stanley Harker. 


Haverford College, Haverford.......... ~---. Hugh Borton. 
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Institution Ezecutive officer 
pennsylvania—Continued 

Immaculata College, Immaculata__..---. Sister Mary of Lourdes. 

| Juniata College, Huntington_.....---....... Calvert N. Ellis. 

King’s College, Wilkes-Barre_...--.-..---.. George P. Benaglia. 
Lafayette College, Baston.................. K. Roald Bergethon. 
LaSalle College, Philadelphia__...-_--_--.-. Brother Daniel Bernian. 
Lebanon Valley College, Annville... Frederic K. Miller. 
Lehigh University, Bethlehem__------------ Martin D. Whitaker. 
Lincoln University, Lincoln University_._.._.. A. O. Grubb, acting. 
Lycoming College, Williamsport_____------- D. Frederick Wertz. 
Marywood College, Seranton___________---_-_ Sister M. Eugenia. 
Mercyhurst College; TMries..............i.. Mother M. Bustace Taylor. 
Moravian College, Bethlehem_____--___----- Raymond §S. Haupert. 
Mount Mercy College, Pittsburgh__..-_.---~ Mother Margaret Mary. 
Muhlenberg College, Allentown __--_-------- J. Conrad Seegers. 
Pennsylvania Military College, Chester____~- E. E. MacMorland. 
Pennsylvania State University, University Eric A. Walker. 

Park. 
Rosemont College, Rosemont_.__--..---.---- Mother Mary Aidan. 
St. Francis College, Loretto__._...__..------ Kevin R. Keelan. 
Saint Joseph's College, Philadelphia____.____ J. Joseph Bluett. 
St. Vincent College, Lattobei......2..ccee08 Quentin L. Schaut. 
Seton Hill College, Greensburg__----------- William G. Ryan. 

! Susquehanna University, Selinsgrove__._-_- Gustave W. Weber. 
Swarthmore College, Swarthmore____------_ Courtney C. Smith. 
Temple University, Philadelphia___._.__._____ Robert L. Johnson. 
Thiel College, Greenville: sacs accccusascnonnk Frederic B. Irvin. 
University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia___. Gaylord P. Harnwell. 

' University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh__.--__- Edward H. Litchfield. 
University of Scranton, Scranton_____.--_--- John J. Long. 

Ursinus College, Collegeville.........------ Donald L. Helfferich. 
Villa Maria College, Erie.................. Sister Doloretta. 
Villanova University, Villanova___.....--- James A. Donnellon. 
Washington and Jefferson College, Washing- Boyd C. Patterson. 
ton. 
Waynesburg College, Waynesburg___--__---- Paul R. Stewart. 
Westminister College, New Wilmington___-- Will W. Orr. 
Wilkes College, Wilkes-Barre_________-----. Bugene 8. Farley. 
Wilson College, Chambersburg__----------~- Paul Swain Havens. 


Puerto Rico: 
Catholic University of Puerto Rico, Ponce_. Thomas A. Stanley. 


College of the Sacred Heart, Santurce_____- Mother Rosa Aurora Arsu- 
aga. 

Inter American University of Puerto Rico, 

eee Cs SS a ot i cintitinnumnmenncms Ronald C. Bauer. 
University of Puerto Rico, Rio Piedras_____- Jaime Benitez. 

Rhode Island: 

Brown University, Providence___.__________-_ Barnaby C. Keeney. 
Pembroke College, Brown University, Provi- 

dence. isk EIT ncaa ce ASE EI Nancy D. Lewis, Dean. 
Providence College, Providence___.._.__----- Robert J. Slavin. 
Rhode Island School of Design, Providence.__ John R. Frazier. 
Salve Regina College, Newport _____-_----_--- Mother Mary Hilda. 
University of Rhode Island, Kingston__-___- Francis H. Horn. 

South Carolina: 

Allen University, Columbia__....-....------ Frank R. Veal. 
Benedict College, Columbia_..........-- _- J. A. Bacoats. 
Claflin University, Orangeburg____...._----- H. V. Manning. 
Clemon Agricultural College, Clemson__-_-_- R. C. Edwards, Acting. 
Coker College, Hartsville_.................. John A. Barry, Jr. 
College of Charleston, Charleston__._..._-~- George D. Grice. 
Columbia College, Columbia___........._--_- R. Wright Spears. 
Converse College, Spartanburg_____.--------. Oliver C. Carmichael, Jr. 
Erskine College, Due West__-...----------- J. Mauldin Lesesne. 
Furman University, Greenville__.........___ John L. Plyler. 


40388—59——-4 
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Institution Evecutive officer 
South Carolina—Continued 
Lander College, Greenwood____-..__------- B. M. Grier. 
Limestone College, Gaffney_.........------- Andrew J. Eastwood. 
Newberry College, Newberry__----------~--- C. A. Kaufmann. 
Presbyterian College, Clinton._.......------ Marshall W. Brown. 
South Carolina State College, Orangeburg. B. C. Turner. 
The: Citatiel; CRennbetit nono ccenneilscce Mark W. Clark. 
University of South Carolina, Columbia_---- Robert L. Sumwalt, Acting. 
Winthrop College, Rock Hill_....----------- Henry R. Sims. 
Wofford College, Spartanburg___._---------- Charles F. Marsh. 
South Dakota : 
Augustana College, Sioux Falls_____-------- Lawrence M. Stavig. 
Dakota Wesleyan University, Mitchell_____- Jack J. Early. 
Meson Oellem, | TMG é noes Daniel E. Kerr. 
Sioux Falls College, Sioux Falls__--------- Reuben P. Jeschke. 
Yankton, College,; Yankton... -2.ces<s-ncsn Adrian Rondileau. 
Tennessee : 
Austin Peay State College, Clarksville____-- Halbert Harvill. 
Bethel College, McKenzie__......--------.. Roy N. Baker. 
Carson-Newman College, Jefferson City__--- D. Harley Fite. 
David Lipscomb College, Nashville__.------- Athens Clay Pullias. 
Fisk University, .Nashville..................s« Stephen J. Wright. 
Mine College is aici wc cncnseuweeh R. T. L. Liston. 
Knoxville College, Knoxville__....-------.- James A. Colston. 
Lambauth :Colleee,: Jagkeon . «04s inks Luther L. Gobbel. 
Lane College.) JAcKs0R.......2.60<.1 se Cc. A, Kirkendoll. 
LeMoyne College, Memphis__._.-.---_----.. Hollis F. Price. 
Lincoln Memorial University, Harrogate._.. Robert C. Probine. 
Maryville College, Maryville__._._._-__-____---. Ralph Waldo Lloyd. 
Memphis State University, Memphis___---~~ J. M. Smith. 
Milligan College, Milligan College_____-_----- Dean E. Walker. 
Scarritt Ooellege, Nashville...._..................... Foye G. Gibson. 
Siena College, Memphis__..........._-..-.. Sister Clarita. 
Southern Missionary College, Collegedale___._ C. N. Rees. 
Southwestern at Memphis, Memphis__-----~ Peyton N. Rhodes. 
Tennessee Wesleyan College, Athens__._..-_. LeRoy A. Martin. 
Tusculum College, Greeneville___...__-__--- Raymond C. Rarikin. 
Union University, Jackson_......_........- Warren F. Jones. 
University of Chattanooga, Chattanooga_._.. David A. Lockmiller. 
University of the South, Sewanee___-_- ~~~ Edward McCrady, Jr. 
University of Tennessee, Knoxville___...... C. E. Brehm. 
Vanderbilt University, Nashville-__._........ B. Harvie Branscomb. 
Texas: 
Abilene Christian College, Abilene___.______ Don H. Morris. 
Austin College, Sherman____.._-_______--_- John D. Moseley. 
Baylor Universits, : Wate... ....<<i.<4-si8- W. R. White. 
Bishop Coliese, Marshall... .........._..... M. K. Curry, Jr. 
East Texas Baptist College, Marshall______- H. D. Bruce. 
Hardin-Simmons University, Abilene________ Evan Allard Reiff. 
Howard Payne College, Brownwood___--_-_- Guy D. Newman. 
Houston-Tillotson College, Austin.___________ John J. Seabrook. 
Incarnate Word College, San Antonio______~- Sister M. Columkille. 


Lamar State College of Technology, F. L. McDonald. 
Beaumont. 


Mary Hardin-Baylor College, Belton________ Arthur K. Tyson. 
MeMurry College, Abilene__..._._.__________- Gordon Bennett. 
Midwestern University, Wichita Falls______ Travis A. White. 

Our Lady of the Lake College, San Antonio... John L. McMahon. 

Pan American, College, Edinburg___---- ~~~ R. P. Ward. 

Rice: Institute: Honstemi. «5... accc345.k William V. Houston. 

St. Edward’s University, Austin._.._.____.___ Brother Raymond Fleck. 
St. Mary’s University, San Antonio________~_ Walter J. Buehler. 
Southern Methodist University, Dallas__.___ Willis M. Tate. 
Southwestern University, Georgetown_____~— William C. Finch. 


Sul Ross State College, Alpine__....__-_____ Bryan Wildenthal. 
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Institution Executive officer 
Texas—Continued 
Texas Christian University, Fort Worth____. M. E. Sadler. 
Tewas: (OG TUM iat we ce cncsesanscucsh D. R. Glass. 
Texas College of Arts and _ Industries, Ernest H. Poteet. 
Kingsville. 
Texas Lutheran College, Seguin____-------- Edward A. Sagebiel. 
Texas Southern University, Houston___---~- Samuel M. Nabrit. 
Texas Technological Collegs, Lubbock. - ~~~ E. N. Jones. 
Texas Wesleyan College, Fort Worth_--_--~- Law Sone. 
Texas Western College, El Paso___--------- J. R. Smiley. 
Texas Woman’s University, Denton___-_--~-- John A. Guinn. 
Trinity University, San Antonio___--------- James W. Laurie. 
University of Houston, Houston___--------- Clanton W. Williams. 
University of St. Thomas, Houston___---~--- V. J. Guinan. 
University of Texas, Avistii. conn ccccccsu Logan Wilson. 
Wayland Baptist College, Plainview__.-_--. : A. Hope Owen. 
Wiley Cobioge, | BATE a nsicctesciscnimeinannnn T. W. Cole. 
Utah: 
Brigham Young University, Provo___.___--- Ernest L. Wilkinson. 
College of St. Mary-of-the-Wasatch, Salt 
EBRG ANG i4ct 6 hee concen ctinsenees Sister Marie de Lourdes. 
University of Utah, Salt Lake City___-_----- A. Ray Olpin. 
Utah State University of Agriculture and 
Applied Science, Logee.....—........-....-. Daryl Chase. 
Westminster College, Salt Lake City____._--- Frank E. Duddy, Jr. 
Vermont: 
Bennington College, Bennington____--__----- William C. Fels. 
Middlehury College, Middlebury__----------- Samuel 8S. Straton. 
Norwich University, Northfield______-------- Ernest N. Harmon. 
Saint Michael’s College, Winooski___-------- Gerald E. Du Pont. 
Trinity College, Burlington___._____.__-----. Sister Mary Claver. 
Virginia: 
Bridgewater College, Bridgewater______--_-.~- Warren D. Bowman. 
College of William and Mary, Williamsburg_. Alvin Duke Chandler. 
Emory and Henry College, Emory__----~--~--- Earl G. Hunt, Jr. 
Hampden-Sydney College, Hampden-Sydney_. Joseph C. Robert. 
Hampton Institute, Hampton_____---------- Alonzo G. Moron. 
Hollins College, Hollins College___.._-__-_----- John R. Everett. 
Longwood College, Farmville.___.._._.-.----. Francis G. Lankford, Jr 
Lynchburg College, Lynchburg__-._...--_--- Orville W. Wake. 
Madison College, Harrisonburg_____-..----~- G. Tyler Miller. 
Mary Baldwin College, Staunton__________~- Samuel R. Spencer, Jr. 
Mary Washington College, Fredericksburg__. Grellet C. Simpson. 
Radford College, Radford_.....__-_.___-__- Charles K. Martin, Jr. 
Randolph-Macon College, Ashland____._-_-__- J. Earl Moreland. 
Randolph-Macon Woman’s Cellege, Lynchburg William F. Quillian, Jr. 
Roanoke College, Salem__...._-________=__. H. Shesman Oberly. 
Sweet Briar College, Sweet Briar____________ Anne Gary Pannell. 
University of Richmond, Richmond__________ yeorge M. Modlin. 
University of Virginia, Charlottesville_______ Colgate W. Darden, Jr. 
Virginia Military Institute, Lexington_______ William H. Milton, Jr. 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute, Blacksburg__. Walter S. Newman. 
Virginia State College, Petersburg___________ Robert P. Daniel. 
Virginia Union University, Richmond_____-_- Samuel D. Proctor. 
Washington and Lee University, Lexington___. Francis P. Gaines. 
Washington: 
College of Puget Sound, Tacoma___________. _ R. Franklin Thompson. 
Gonzaga University, Spokane_______________ Edmund W. Morton. 
Holy Names College, Spokane________.______ Sister Marian Raphael. 
Pacific Lutheran College, Parkland__________ S.C. Eastvold. 
St. Martin College, Olympia________________ Damian Glenn. 
Seattle Pacific College, Seattle__.___________ 
Seattle University, Seattle______.._._________ Albert A. Lemieux. 
University of Washington, Seattle___________ Charles E. Odegaard. 


Walla Walla College, College Place__________ P. W. Christian. 
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Institution Erecutive officer 
Washington—Continued 
Whitman College, Walla Walla_____--_-__-_ Chester C. Maxey. 
Whitworth College, Spokane____.----------- Frank F. Warren. 
West Virginia: 
Bethany College, Bethany.............._. Perry E. Gresham. 
Davis and Elkins College, Elkins_____-__--_-_ David K. Allen. 
Fairmont State College, Fairmont._...___-__ John W. Pence. 
Marshall Collece, Huntington._....__-____-_ Stewart H. Smith. 
Morris Harvey College, Charleston__..___-__ Leonard Riggleman. 
Salem College, S@iinc. ccc cccccccec cna d K. Duane Hurley. 
Shepherd College, Shepherdstown_____-__--~ Oliver S. Ikenberry. 
West Virginia State College, Institute_______ William J. L. Wallace 
West Virginia University, Morgantown______ Elvis J. Stahr. 


West Virginia Wesieyan College, Buckhannon. Stanley H. Martin. 
Wisconsin: 


Alverno College, Milwaukee______-__--_---- Sister M. Augustine. 

Beloit College Deets Wk. wenn cexeunnwwncnmas Miller Upton. 

Cardinal Stritch College, Milwaukee__-----~- Sister Mary Aquin. 

Carroll College, Waukesha___......-.---..- Robert D. Steele. 

Edgewood College of the Sacred Heart, 

rr ee ee cl ica eee Sister Mary Nona. 

Lawrence College, Appleton._.._..-.____-_-- Douglas M. Knight. 

Marquette University, Milwaukee______-_--~ Edward J. O’Donnell. 

Milton College Rite ne: 5 cnc ccccnccsccnnan Percy L. Dunn. 

Milwaukee-Downer College, Milwaukee___ John B. Johnson, Jr. 

Mount Mary College, Milwaukee_____--__--_ Sister M. John Francis. 

Northland College, Ashland__.......---.-___ Gus Turbeville. 

Rrapon Celaae T ii aicicniee eet US Fred O. Pinkham. 

St. Norbert College, West De Pere... ------ Dennis M. Burke. 

University of Wisconsin, Madison... _-~_ Mark H. Ingraham, Dean. 

Viterbo College, La Crosse__._._-.--_-_.-_-- Sister M. Francesca. 
Wyoming: University of Wyoming, Laramie__-__- G. D. Humphrey. 
Egypt: American University at Cairo...________~_ Raymond F. McLain. 
Lebanon: American University of Beirut___.____ John Paul Leonard. 
Turkey: American Colleges in Istanbul____._____ Dunean 8. Ballantine. 


Senator Kennepy. How many members are there of your com- 
mittee on legislation ? 

Father Wausu. There are nine of us. 

Senator Kennepy. From different colleges? 

Father Watsn. From all different colleges, yes; pretty well a 
cross section of the country. 

Senator Kennepy. Could you tell us who they are? 

Father Watsu. President Anderson of American University, Pres- 
ident Dumke of San Francisco State College, President Gould of 
Carleton College, President Havens of Wilson College, President 
Stanford of Birmingham-Southern College, President Starcher of 
the University of North Dakota, President Stevenson of Oberlin 
College, and President Tolley of Syracuse University. 

Senator Kennepy. How are those people selected 

Father Watsu. They are selected by a nominating committee of 
the association, and then a vote is taken. 

Senator Kennepy. And the vote was unanimous on the affidavit? 

Father Watsu. The vast majority voted for the abolition of the 
affidavit. . 

Senator Ciark. Father, within the commission was there a split 
on the question of the disclaimer ? 

Father Wausu. No. 
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Senator CLark. The commission was virtually unanimous ? 
Father Watsu. That is right. 

Senator Kennepy. But in the poll of the whole association on the 
oath of allegiance there was a split ? 

Father Watsu. That is right, and the vote on the disclaimer was 
about two to one to abolish it. 

Senator Kennepy. And it is your best judgment from your ex- 
perience in the field of education, Father, that this section of the 
bill is harmful rather than helpful to the general purposes of the 
act and the interests of the United States? 

Father Watsu. Very much so. 

Senator Ciark. Father, do you personally support the bill as in- 
troduced by Senator Kennedy ? 

Father Watsn. I definitely and unqualifiedly support, of course, 
the removal of the disclaimer affidavit, and as far as the oath is 
concerned there are many situations in which such an oath could 
be requested. But I wonder, however, about the advisability of 
requiring it from this one group of students. 

Senator Ciark. It occurs to me it is a little hard to justify re- 
quiring it of those who want to make a loan and not requiring 
it of those who do not. 

Father Wausn. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kennepy. Father, how do you mean that there are situa- 
tions where the oath of allegiance could be justified ? 

Father Watsu. I do not mean within educational circles. 

Senator Kennepy. In other words, as far as the purposes of this 
act are concerned, the section taken as a whole, the affidavit and the 
disclaimer, in your opinion, are not helpful ? 

Father Watsu. In my personal opinion ; yes. 

Senator Kennepy. a you do not feel the security of the United 
States would be at all endangered, jeopardized, or threatened if this 
section were stricken out of this bill ? 

Father Watsu. No. As I pointed out in the testimony, I wonder 
about its usefulness in avoiding such situations. 

Senator Krennepy. I think it is very helpful to have your view, 
Father, both your personal point of view as president of Boston 
College, and also on behalf of the Association of American Col- 
leges. We are most appreciative of your coming before us. 

These matters have a rather superficial appeal, and not until they 
are examined carefully is their true effectiveness brought into question. 

The next witness is Dr. Gaylord P. Harnwell, president of the 
University of Pennsylvania. 


STATEMENT OF GAYLORD P. HARNWELL, PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Senator Ciarkx. Mr. Chairman, could I just say a word of intro- 
duction to Dr. Harnwell, who was a distinguished physicist before 
he became president of the University of Pennsylvania. He has 
been extremely active in the whole field of education since he assumed 
the presidency and has only recently returned from a trip to Russia, 
where he and a number of colleagues made a very interesting, and I 
think, on the whole, an extremely helpful study of Russian educa- 
tional methods. 
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do not know whether that has any pertinency in our present 
undertaking but I think it does show the wide field of Dr. Harn- 
well’s interests and the fact that the testimony he brings before us 
will be that of a man who has thought deeply on this subject. 

Senator Kennepy. Thank you very much. 

Doctor, will you proceed ? 

Mr. Harnwevi. Thank you very much, Senators. It is a great 
pleasure to have this opportunity to appear before you and present 
to you a brief statement. as to the University of Pennsylvania’s and 
my personal views on this matter. I also have a statement from the 
fac ulty senate of the U niversity of Pennsylvania, which I will later 
quote from briefly in part and leave the rest for the record. 

The National Defense Education Act represents a most significant 
step in the support of higher education in the United States by its 
Congress. In a recent statement by Mr. Frank W. Abrams, chair- 
man of the executive committee of the Council for Financial Aid to 
Education, he ably defends the thesis that “in the end, the best edu- 
cated nation will achieve world leadership.” This statement is par- 
ticularly significant to us atthe moment because of the intense 
effort which the Soviet Union is making in the field of education, 
and we must assure ourselves that our own system is adequately sup- 
ported from every appropriate source and that it fulfills its essential 
role in the national interest. 

Inasmuch as our system is one in which the student pays only a 
part of the cost of his education, its growth in magnitude and quality 
is dependent upon the securing "of the additional resources from the 
public at large which will insure its solvency. The philoso ae upon 
which we operate is justifiable inasmuch as society as a whole benefits 
directly from a system which provides us with not only scholars and 
experts but an informed electorate, and hence society as a whole and 
the subgroups composing it should directly contribute in a just pro- 
portion to the maintenance of the system. 

The strength of our educational institutions is firmly rooted in the 
variety among them, for education is inherently a process of growth, 
and undue standardization or regimentaticn is inimical to such 
growth. The strength of our great universities is in no small meas- 
ure related to the breadth of base from which their support is re- 
ceived. Individuals, corporations, foundations, and all levels of gov- 
ernment are sponsors of these institutions and the National Defense 
Education Act wisely recognizes that the support which it gives to 
education is furnished without stultifying administrative restrictions. 
These would seriously impede the operation of this community of 
organizations whose greatest strength lies in its diversity and variety 
and in the opportunity which this provides for individual exploration 
and initiative. 

The act, to my mind, has a defect in that it requires a loyalty oath 
and an affidavit disclaiming certain beliefs. If these requirements 
were a common and accepted practice and. part of the national tradi- 
tion of Government aid, the only objection to them would be upon 
either ideological or practical grounds. There are objections on these 
grounds which are significant and consequential. 

If oaths of allegiance are required too commonly and routinely 
they tend to lose the significance which is intended for them and to 
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be taken without due consideration to the solemnity which should 
i accompany them. It is doubtful whether the securing of a grant or 
S loan for an educational purpose by a student or a scholar is a ‘suitable 
occasion for the taking of such a serious oath. The objective of as- 
suring that a covert subversive person shall not benefit by the use 
of Government funds cannot be achieved in this way, because to 


t such a person an oath carries no sanctity and he would be undeterred 
t from taking it. 
q The disclaimer affidavit suffers from more serious considerations 
e in that it purports to invade freedom of thought and belief on the 
r part of our citizens. Such an intent is not in keeping with our 
national tradition and is indeed contrary to the spirit of freedom 
t and liberalism embodied in the Constitution. In addition, the affi- 
§ davit lacks any precise objective norm by which its significance can 
.- be judged. It is difficult enough to know what one believes oneself, 
0 and indeed one’s beliefs and thoughts are highly ephemeral, changing 
Y with growth, external circumstances, and so forth. How much more 
> difficult is it to ascertain in any precise and meaningful way the 
e belief of another, and in matters so inchoate and nebulous it would 
\, appear quite impractical to endeavor to achieve the objectives sought 
a by such an affidavit. 
1 The objections to the oath and affidavit in this particular bill go 
beyond the arguments which have been advanced above, for these 
requirements constitute discrimination against teachers and students, 


v for these requirements are not imposed by the Government in its 
e support of agriculture, the unemployed, and so forth. Teachers and 
n students have in general been poorly recompensed in the United 
s States, and they follow their callings generally for other than eco- 
q nomic reasons. They are aware of the obvious fact that in the popular 
d regard in this country their position is somewhat inferior to that in 


\- the countries of Western E urope or in our Soviet competitor, and in 
consequence they are particularly sensitive to unwarranted suspicion 
e and discrimination which such provisions represent. 
h. If our objective is to strengthen the educational system of the 
h Nation, the inclusion of the oath and affidavit presents an unneces- 
- sary handicap and constitutes provisions which militate against the 
y sound and vigorous growth of our educational institutions and the 
fe system which they constitute. 
e The academic senate of the University of Pennsylvania at a recent 
O meeting adopted a series of resolutions which at the request of the 
7 chairman of this body I would like to present to you at this time as 
f representing the sentiments of a distinguished academic body in re- 
y gard to the disclaimer affidavit. 
1 Senator Kennepy. Dr. Harnwell, could I ask you to place in the 
record just what the Faculty Senate of the University of Pennsyl- 
h vania is? It that equivalent to the faculty of arts and sciences in 
s | other institutions? 
. Mr. Harnwewu. No. In the University of Pennsylvania there are 
n some 20 different schools, each of which has its faculty. The senate of 
e the university is composed of those persons who are members of 


these faculties and who are in the grade of assistant professor or 
y above. 
0 Senator Kennepy. We would be glad to have this printed in the 
record. If you want to read any parts of it you may. 
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(The document referred to follows :) 
RESOLUTIONS OF THE FacuLtTy SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
PREAMBLE 


The Faculty Senate of the University of Pennsylvania notes with grave 
concern that section 1001(f) of the National Defense Education Act, requires 
that individuals receiving grants, loans, stipends and other financial aid in the 
form of direct Federal payments shall execute a disclaimer affidavit. 

This disclaimer affidavit requires the recipient of such funds to assert, under 
pain of penalties of perjury, that “he does not believe in, and is not a member 
of and does not support any organization that believes in or teaches, the over- 
throw of the U.S. Government by force or violence or by any illegal or un- 
constitutional methods.” 

The faculty senate believes that the provision of law requiring this disclaimer 
affidavit is odious in principle and a danger to freedom of educational inquiry 
and discussion. 

We believe that neither this affidavit nor any similar test oath or restriction 
will serve the very function for which it presumably was designed—exposure 
of persons in fact disloyal to the United States. Experience shows, we believe, 
that persons who would conspire to overthrow our Government by illegal 
means have no scruples against deceit and falsehood, that such persons would 
execute this affidavit if execution would serve their purposes. 

We believe the affidavit requirement is dangerous to traditional freedoms 
vital to the educational process. It is phrased in terms which are broad and 
vague. Individuals receiving funds are required, under pain of perjury, to 
renounce beliefs, in vaguely defined proscribed doctrines; and they are re- 
quired to disavow not merely membership in, but also support for, any group 
which may be thought to believe in such doctrines. The requirement of this 
affidavit may have the effect of dissuading students and faculty members not 
only from joining but even from expressing any belief in or support for con- 
troversial movements or organizations. The general effect of the disclaimer 
affidavit may well be to inhibit, in a subtle but decisive way, freedom of dis- 
cussion, association and debate simply because the sanction of loss of benefits 
or indictment for perjury will prompt caution and conformity. These in- 
hibitions might become inereasingly prevalent and corrosive as the grant-in-aid 
programs are extended. Curtailments on freedom of this character are never 
desirable, particularly in the community of a great university where matters 
of controversy ought to be argued openly and candidly, in a free search for 
ideas and truth, without fear of reprisal or stigma. 

We believe the law providing for the affidavit requirement is odious because 
it singles out members of a university community as if their loyalty were open 
to suspicion. Unlike many other recipients of Federal grants, they are re- 
quired to disavow beliefs and associations deemed disloyal. Particularly in 
view of the urgent needs of the Nation and of American education today, we 
believe that it is wrong for Federal legislation to inculcate or promote indirectly, 
as legislation of this sort may well do, the assumption that the educational 
process within American universities somehow breeds disloyal citizens or that 
the loyalty of students and teachers is peculiarly suspect. On the contrary, 
we believe that the universities of America are qualified to select deserving 
persons for educational opportunity and grants and aid, that they have always 
promoted and do now promote the highest ideals of citizenship and democracy, 
that they can and will fulfill their mission without recourse to the device of 
test oaths to preserve their competence to serve these great ends. 

Believing that this affidavit is odious, an unwarranted restriction upon aca- 
demic freedom and freedom of discussion within the educational process, a 
dangerous precedent for action on the part of the Federal Government, and 
unnecessary for the protection of the security of our country, we do adopt the 
following resolutions: 

1. Resolved, That the senate is emphatically opposed to the disclaimer affi- 
davit provisions of section 1001(f) of the National Defense Education Act 
and to any provision for Federal aid to education or universities which re- 
quires, as a condition of such aid, that recipients of funds be required to take 
any test oath or execute any disclaimer of this kind. 
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2. Resolwed, That the senate— 

(a) Expresses its gratification and support to President Harnwell for his 
recent communication to Senator Joseph 8S. Clark expressing the university’s 
opposition to the disclaimer affidavit provisions of section 1001(f) of the Na- 
tional Defense Education Act and urging the deletion of these provisions from 
that act; and 

(b) Urges President Harnwell to send a similar communication to the Presi- 
dent of the United States, the Secretary of the Department of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare and to all Members of Congress from the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania, and that this protest by President Harnwell be made in the 
name of the university and its faculty senate and be made public, and this 
protest shall be made in accordance with the best judgment of the president 
to effect the sense of these actions of the senate. 

3. Resolved, That the senate— 

(a) Express its gratification to President Harnwell for the action he has 
taken in educational groups of which this university is a member to associate 
this university with other institutions which oppose the disclaimer affidavit 
provisions of section 1001(f) of the National Defense Education Act; and 

(b) Urge the president to continue his efforts within such educational groups 
or otherwise, to organize or to join and aid other universities for the purpose 
of persuading Congress to repeal this legislation. 

4. Resolved, That the senate recommend to the university administration 
that the university shall not accept any loan or other funds whatsoever from 
the U.S. Government to which it may be entitled, or for which it may have 
applied under the National Defense Education Act of 1958, which require indi- 
vidual recipients of these funds to execute the disclaimer affidavit of section 
1001(f); and it is urged that the university withdraw all applications which 
it may have made pursuant to this act for such funds; and it is further urged 
that announcement of the university’s policy in this matter be made public in 
an appropriate manner by the president. 

5. Resolved, That the faculty senate— 

(a) Shares with the university administration its concern that no person 
otherwise eligible to receive benefits available under the terms of the National 
Defense Education Act should in any way be prejudiced by failure or refusal 
in good conscience to execute the oath and disclaimer affidavit required by 
section 1001(f) ; and 

(b) Urges the university administration to adopt policies and procedures 
to prevent, insofar as possible, any discrimination, financial or otherwise, 
against any person who in good conscience refuses to execute the oath or dis- 
claimer affidavit when that person is otherwise eligible for benefits or loans 
under the terms of the National Defense Education Act. 

6. Resolved, That the officers of the senate be authorized to consult further 
with the university administration to carry out the resolutions passed this day; 
and that the officers of the senate including the senate advisory committee be 
authorized to recommend additional measures to the university, including, if it 
shall seem feasible, participation in any legal action designed to test the legal- 
ity of section 1001(f), or any other measures which may implement the spirit 
and purpose of the resolutions passed this day. 


Mr. Harnwet. I will read only the resolution which they adopted. 


The senate is emphatically opposed to the disclaimer affidavit provisions of 
section 1001(f) of the National Defense Education Act and to any provision 
for Federal aid to education or universities which requires, as a condition of 
such aid, that receipients of funds be required to take any test oath or execute 
any disclaimer of this kind. 

That completes my testimony, Mr. Senator. 

Senator Kennepy. Doctor, this oath has been part of the National 
Science Foundation Act since its inception; in fact the language in 
the National Defense Education Act was taken from that. What has 
been your experience? Do you make any distinction between the 
provisions as ge to this act and the provisions as applied to that 
act? Is it equally repugnant or is there some justification for it in 
one place and not in the other? 
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Mr. Harnwe ... I personally believe there is no justification for it 
in either act, for the reasons given. The effect is, I believe, baleful, 
and actually it is, I believe, regarded largely as meaningless. 

The persons benefiting under the National Science Foundation 
Act are in many cases the same persons, and in general there are no 
security conditions which apply to grants under the National Science 
Foundation Act, so that it would seem quite inappropriate there as 
well. 

Senator Krennepy. Has there been an effort made to have that sec- 
tion repealed from that act? 

Mr. Harnwe wu. No, I believe this has not been done, at least to the 
best of my knowledge, primarily because there were no organizations 
which were concerned with protecting the rights, as they might be 
called, of scientists, and the universities and colleges of this country 
on the other hand, have a very much broader base and are in a posi- 
tion to object together. 

Senator Kennepy. While there is no difference in the proviso in 
both acts, at least some distinction can be made that one represents a 
grant and the other is a loan at interest. One represents an attempt 
to reveal a particular scientific strength of the United States, while 
the other is an aid on a much broader basis. This does not make one 
acceptable and the other not acceptable but at least it does represent 
a distinction which has some difference. 

Mr. Harnwewx. The members of the faculty of the University of 
Pennsylvania take the same position in regard to the benefits of 
faculty moneys under this act. There are Denefits of this sort, as 
you know Senator, under which certain programs can be instituted 
which would be participated in by faculty members. 

Senator Kennepy. They must sign this? 

Mr. Harnweti. They must as well, if they receive these funds 
themselves. 

Senator Kennepy. We have a letter from the Federation of Amer- 
ican Scientists in regard to this provision. (See p. 60.) 

Senator Clark ? 

Senator CLark. I have no questions. 

Senator Kennepy. Doctor, we are very grateful to you for your 
statement this morning. 

The last witness this morning is Mr. Irving Ferman, director of the 
Washington office of the American Civil Liberties Union. 


STATEMENT OF IRVING FERMAN, DIRECTOR, WASHINGTON 


OFFICE, AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION, WASHINGTON, 
D.C. 


Mr. Ferman. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is Irving Ferman. I speak in behalf of the American 
Civil Liberties Union as director of its Washington, D.C. office. 

The union is a nonpartisan organization of private citizens dedi- 
cated to the protection of personal liberties guaranteed by the 
Constitution. 

Accordingly, we testify today in support of S. 819 introduced by 
Senator Kennedy, which provides for the repeal of section 1001(f) 
of the National Defense Education Act passed by the 85th Congress. 

Section 1001(f) provides that no funds be made available under 
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the act to an individual who refuses to execute and file with the Com- 
missioner of Education an affidavit— 
* * * that he does not believe in, and is not a member of and does not support 


any organization that believes in or teaches, the overthrow of the U.S. Govern- 
ment by force or violence or by any illegal or unconstitutional methods. 


The act further requires that each applicant take a positive oath 
affirming his allegiance to the Constitution of the United States. 

The ACLU believes that the disclaimer oath is in violation of the 
first amendment. 

The leading case on the constitutionality of loyalty oaths is Amer- 
ican Communications Association v. Douds (339 U.S. 382 (1950)). 
Involved in the Douds case was section 9(h) of the Taft-Hartley Act 
which provides for a non-Communist affidavit on the part of officers 
in unions seeking recognition of the National Labor Relations Board. 
The court upheld the oath because— 
the probable effects of the statute upon the free exercise of the right of speech 
and assembly against the congressional determination that political strikes are 
evils of conduct which cause substantial harm to interstate commerce and that 


Comunists * * * pose continuing threats to that public interest when in posi- 
tions of union leadership. 


It is clear that no threat to our national well-being, or to our national 
security exists to justify the enactment of the disclaimer oath in sec- 
tion 1001(f). Nor does the legislative history of the act suggest the 
determination of Congress of such a threat. 

As a matter of fact, on December 15, 1958, Secretary Arthur S. 
Flemming made the statement that— 


* * * The inclusion of this requirement in the National Defense Education Act 
will make it necessary for educators and students to go through a procedure that 
results in unnecessary expenditures on the part of the Government without 
making a contribution to national security. 


The Secretary further made the point: 


* * * Requiring persons who receive funds under this act to sign an affidavit 
and an oath of allegiance will not remove any persons who themselves seek or 
who belong to organizations that believe in or teach the overthrow of the Govern- 
ment by force or violence. Such persons have no scruples about signing such an 
affidavit and taking such an oath. 

We submit that the oath in the 1958 National Defense Education Act 
is thus an unwarranted invasion of personal rights guaranteed under 
the first amendment. 

In Wideman v. U pdegraff (344 U.S. 183 (1952), which involved an 
Oklahoma loyalty oath for State employees, the Supreme Court held 
the oath unconstitutional because the law excluded persons from public 
employment solely on the basis of organizational membership, regard- 
less of their knowledge or ignorance of the character of the organiza- 
tions to which they had belonged. The statutory language in section 
1001(f) suggests the same defect as exists in the Oklahoma oath. 

The Eugene Register-Guard of Oregon in an editorial of February 
4, 1959, raised a significant objection to the oath. 

The scholarship program that Reed will not be a part of costs the Federal 
Government $250 million a year. It is small potatoes, indeed, compared with the 
farm-subsidy program, which costs nearly $5 billion a year. Yet those who 
receive money under the subsidy program, 18 times as costly as the scholarship 
program, are not asked to sign the loyalty oaths. For all that subversion on the 


farm is not a common problem, it is just as true that it is no great problem in the 
colleges and universities. 
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Singling out the educational world for oath taking is particularly 
offensive because it violates the tradition of academic freedom, a 
cornerstone of a strong, vibrant, free society. 

I do not mean to suggest in any way by my testimony a lack of 
apprehension of the threat communism poses to our way of life, nor the 
necessity for maintaining a vigilance to stop its spread. 

However, we must realize that the Bill of Rights provides for the 
security as well as for the freedom of our society. Constitutional 
liberty is our ultimate weapon in this life-death struggle. Let us not 
weaken it. 

The American Civil Liberties Union urges passage of S. 819. 

At this point, Mr. Chairman, if I may I would like to make a per- 
sonal comment concerning some of the thinking——. 

Senator Ciark. Before you do that, Mr. Ferman, I just want to 
button down something which you read, because we do not have a 
copy. 

In your opinion, is section (f£) unconstitutional ? 

Mr. Ferman. Yes. I say that on the basis of the Douds and the 
Wieman cases. In the Douds case the Court spoke of a congressional 
determination—that Communist leaders in unions present a threat to 
our interstate commerce. There has been no determination in this 
case by Congress that a threat to our national security exists. Asa 
matter of fact, Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare Flemming 
suggested in his statement that no security interest exists. 

Senator Ciark. To pursue that just a little further: In the absence 
of such a congressional finding, which I guess in a fuzzy sort of way 
would be an application of the “clear and present danger” thinking, 
your view would be that section (f) as presently enacted violates the 
first amendment ? 

Mr. Ferman. Yes, it does, and I wish to point out that I am not 
suggesting it, by answering in the affirmative, that a congressional 
determination would automatically make such an oath constitutional. 

Senator Crark. Even there you would have to have a finding that 
that determination was reasonable, would you not ¢ 

Mr. Ferman. That is right. And then you would run into the split 
on the Supreme Court concerning how far the Court could look de 
novo into the validity of congressional determination in this field. 

Senator Crark. I suggest it might be pretty difficult to get a pre- 
amble section to subsection (f) which would say that the national 
security was being threatened in the absence of such a provision ? 

Mr. Ferman. Certainly. 

Senator Kennepy. You do not think then, Mr. Ferman, that the 
mere statement that this serves the national interest, in section 1001: 

The Congress hereby finds and declares that the security of the Nation re 
quires the fullest development of the metal resources and technical skills of 
its young men and women. The present emergency demands that additional 
and more adequate educational opportunities be made available. The defense 
of this Nation depends upon the mastery of modern techniques. * * * 

You do not think that merely that statement of its significance, plus 
the fact that the Federal Government is giving a subsidy in the joan 


because the rate of interest is only 3 percent, is enough to justify 
this? 
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Mr. Ferman. Without being facetious, that statement suggests to 
me a determination which does not serve as a basis for the oath. ‘The 
determination does not relate to the oath. 

Reading the Douds case, the opinion suggests to me that the Court 
did evaluate in fact the basis for the congressional determination— 
certainly in Justice Jackson’s concurring opinion. 

Senator Crark. In other words, this sentence, “The defense of this 
Nation depends upon the mastery of modern techniques developed 
from complex scientific principles,” to me obviously does not include 
an implication that the defense of the Nation depends upon a loyalty 
oath and disclaimer affidavit in this act. 

Mr. Ferman. As a matter of fact that determination suggests that 
a loyalty oath might be harmful. This is the essence of what I would 
like to suggest in my personal remarks to the committee. 

Senator Kennepy. If the Federal Government gives a subsidy to 
an individual which he is able to accept or reject by his free will, 
Mr. Ferman, does that have any effect upon the ability of the Federal 
Government to set a standard ¢ 

Mr. Ferman. You are touching on a very interesting frontier of 
the law with reference to the first amendment. We have an 
analogous problem in the law of taxation embracing foundations. 
The law does not suggest, however, as developed in the Ethical Cul- 
ture case in the District, that the Government, because it makes 
subsidies in the form of tax exemptions, can make prohibitions on 
freedoms involved in the first amendment. 

Senator CLarKk. Stated a little differently, would it be your view 
that the Congress could not condition a grant or a loan on a viola- 
tion of the rights of the recipient under the first amendment. 

Mr. Ferman. I think the first amendment is clear: “Congress shall 
pass no law abridging * * * ” 

Senator Ciark. That is, Congress shall pass no law abridging the 
freedom of speech, et cetera. And this would be a law which did so. 
At least, I am suggesting that maybe that is what you think, and I 
am inclined to agree with you. 

Mr. Ferman. Yes. 

I would like again to remark personally about some of the thinking 
behind this oath. 

Senator Kennepy. Mr. Ferman, if we are unsuccessful legisla- 
tively you may be able to make this one of your interesting legal 
tests by taking it to the higher court. That is the hard way, and we 
hope we can make it unnecessary. 

Mr. Ferman. I hope so too. 

For almost a decade now, our thinking in terms of security has 
been based upon the conception that we are superior to Communist 
Russia. 

I think what we are experiencing in the Soviet Union today sug- 
gests that we are not as superior as we thought, and we have 
to reevaluate, our whole security postulate. The kind of security 
thinking that goes into a loyalty oath as we find it in section 1001 
is a kind of thinking which could be very detrimental to us in terms 
of security. 
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I do not think in 1959, midyear, with this Berlin crisis facing us : 
today, we can enjoy any longer the luxury of indulging in this kind A 
of security thinking, which is not based upon the actual intelligence al 
as we are ee te it today. — = 

I would hke to make an additional point: Too many polemicists on a 
both sides of the political fence, in considering some of the cold war ‘ 
problems with respect to civil liberties, have postured the problem 
in terms of security versus individual liberty. To put the polemic 
in that posture has been wrong. We have to realize that our personal g 
liberties are our greatest asset, our greatest weapon in the arsenal of 5 
defense. It is our liberty that gives us our peculiar strength, and 
as we are finding ourselves reaching a point of armanent stalemate 
it might be peculiarly this tradition, this fabric in our society that ‘ 
will lead us to ultimate victory. g 

Thank you. t 

Senator Kennepy. I want to express appreciation for your testi- 
mony. You raised a point that had not been touched on in this : 
morning's testimony. It was very helpful. ‘ 

Senator Clark ? t 

Senator Ciark. I have no questions. 

Senator Kennepy. Senator Murray has asked me to announce that 
the subcommittee will hold a further hearing on S. 819 on May 5 in : 





this room. At that time, the subcommittee will hear the testimony of 
the Secretary of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
the Hon. Arthur S. Flemming, and will receive additional testimony 
from other leading educators. 

I would like to place in the record statements from a number of 
organizations concerned with this matter, 

(The statements referred to follow :) 









AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS, 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, Los ANGELES CHAPTER, 
March 27, 1959. 






Hon; JOHN-F: KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: During the March 25 meeting of the chapter at the 
University of California, Los Angeles, the following motion was adopted by a 
uanimous vote of all the members of the association present. 

Sincerely yours, 








JERE C. Kine, President. 
GEORGE A. Zizicas, Secretary-Treasurer. 






Be it moved, That the University of California chapter of the American 
Association of University Professors condemn the disclaimer affidavit of the 
National Defense Education Act as being potentially dangerous, presently 
invidious, ultimately futile, and certainly contrary to the meaning of a univer- 
sity; and 

That the chapter recommend to the administration of the university that it 
refuse to administer the funds available to it from the act until the withdrawal 
of the disclaimer affidavit. 

























Boston UNIVERSITY, 
Boston, Mass., February 27, 1959. 





Senator Joun F. KENNEDY, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeAR SENATOR KENNEDY: At its last meeting the Boston University Chapter of 
the American Association of University Professors adopted a resolution support- 
ing the position of its national organization in regard to the loyalty oath provision 
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of the Defense Education Act. I have been instructed to inform you of this 
resolution and to send you a copy of the letter sent by the national office of the 
American Association of University Professors to members of the Senate Labor 
and Public Welfare Committee and the House Education and Labor Committee. 

A copy of the letter representing the position of our national association is 
enclosed. It is our hope that you will support an amendment to the Defense 
Education Act in accordance with the recommendations contained in this letter. 

Sincerely yours, 


ADELMA E. Mooru, Secretary, 
Boston Chapter of the American Association of University Professors. 


SENT TO MEMBERS OF THE SENATE LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE COMMITTEE AND 
THE HoUsE EDUCATION AND LABOR COMMITTEE 


NOVEMBER 1, 1958. 

DEAR : The American Association of University Professors has in 
mind petitioning the Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare of the 
86th Congress to reconsider the requirement of section 1001(f), title X, of 
the National Defense Education Act of 1958, which reads: 

“No * * * funds * * * shall be used to make payments or loans to any 
individual unless such individual (1) has executed and filed with the Com- 
missioner an affidavit that he does not believe in, and is not a member of 
and does not support any organization that believes in or teaches the over- 
throw of the U.S. Government by force or violence or by any illegal or uncon- 
stitutional methods * * *.” 

This disclaimer requirement, which will apply to large numbers of young 
people seeking loans, fellowships, and grants to carry on their education, and 
to many teachers and to consulting experts, seems thoroughly harmful. It 
singles out persons in education as objects of suspicion; it imposes a test 
oath repugnant to our traditions; and it exposes those signing the affidavit 
to the possibility of perjury prosecutions resting on vague allegations or im- 
proper and intimidating inquiries about their conduct and their beliefs. 

The affidavit requirement appears certainly to affect at least these persons: 

1. Undergraduate students receiving loans (including minors). 

. Graduate students receiving fellowships. 

. Secondary school guidance and counseling personnel who attend train- 

institutes. 

. Staff of language research centers. 

. Foreign scholars teaching at language research centers. 

. Individuals receiving stipends for advanced training in foreign languages. 

. Staff of language institutes. 

. Individuals attending language institutes who receive stipends. 

. Members of the Advisory Committee on New Educational Media. 

10. Special personnel under title VII (TV, radio, cinema). 

11. Members of the Science Information Council. 

The American Association of University Professors believes that the require- 
ment which it opposes is subject to the following specific objections: 

1. Vagueness.—A person required to execute a disclaimer statement is given 
no guidance as to the organizations which are of the designated variety, and 
no definition of the support to such organizations which he must disclaim. We 
submit that it is a denial of due process of law to compel an individual to 
gage his conduct by such vague criteria, when criminal liability may turn 
on his action. 

2. Unconstitutionality of the substance of the disclaimer.—There is ground for 
grave question concerning the validity of requiring a disclaimer of the sort 
specified in the act, as a condition of enjoying governmental benefits. The 
justification which a majority of the U.S. Supreme Court held to be present 
with relation to the requirement of the Labor-Management Relations Act in- 
volved in American Communications Association v. Douds, 339 U.S. 382, is of 
doubtful applicability here. Moreover, the provision here in question is not 
in terms limited to “knowing” support of the specified type of organization ; 
without such a limitation, the provision probably falls under condemnation of 
the view of the U.S. Supreme Court in Wieman v. Updegraff, 344 U.S. 183. 
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It is difficult to leave unquestioned legislation which borders so closely on 
unconstitutionality in a first amendment area, and which may well overstep 
the line. 

3. The invidiousness of the requirement.—A disclaimer requirement or “test 
oath” by its nature cannot fail to be invidious. If an individual refuses to 
sign, he raises a suspicion that he is unworthy of public trust or benefit. If he 
signs, he endorses the pertinency of the general suspicion about him and his 
kind which is embodied in the requirement. Social safeguards should be di- 
rected to specific dangers; they should not, as in this instance, take the form 
of inescapable and unwarranted derogatory implications directed toward a 
whole class of persons and all its members. 

This association, with a membership of 40,000 college and university teachers, 
is particularly concerned about the application of the disclaimer to education. 
In the past, the Federal Government has made available numerous benefits to 
individuals and organizations whose activities have been of national import- 
ance, and who have had a clearly established special need; rarely has there 
been a requirement of an affidavit or statement disclaiming subversive belief 
or association. Now, in 1958, we are shocked and alarmed to find that students 
and teachers, when they are to receive funds, are placed in a special category 
and must enter a humiliating disclaimer. The act seems to say to members of 
the educational community: “You are an important part of American life and 
you have an admitted real need, but let there be no mistake about the fact 
that you are a particularly suspect part of the population and will have to pass 
a special test that other citizens need not take.” This is a prejudgment of the 
teachers and students of America which we cannot believe the Congress in- 
tended to make. 

We respectfully request that you give consideration to the objections stated 
in this letter. It is our hope that you will conclude that the position of the 
American Association of University Professors is correct and that you will be 
able to share it with us. 

Sincerely yours, 
BENTLEY GLASS, 
President. 
WILLIAM P. FIDLER, 
General Secretary. 


BALDWIN-WALLACE COLLEGE, 


Berea, Ohio, March 1, 1959. 
Senator JOHN F. KENNeEpy, 


U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DearR Sir: The Baldwin-Wallace chapter of the American Association of 
University Professors wishes hereby to inform you of its position concerning 
the disclaimer affidavit required by the National Defense Education Act of 
1958. The local chapter joins the national organization in its position, recently 
communicated to you through the Washington office, of opposition to section 
1001(f), title X of the National Defense Edueation Act of 1958 requiring a 
disclaimer oath of all who wish to benefit from the provisions of said act. Our 
opposition arises from the following considerations : 

1. The act as presently written will be most difficult to administer and will 
not achieve its ends. Those who do seek the forcible overthrow of the Gov- 
ernment will certainly not hesitate to take the oath and then violate it at will. 
On the other hand perfectly loyal educators and students may scruple at the 
oath and thus be robbed of the benefits of the act. 

2. The oath itself is so vague as to give no guidance to the person asked to 
take it as to what organizations are under consideration or what constitutes 
support of such organizations under the law. 

3. There is no distinction made in the oath between ignorant support and 
knowing support of such an organization. Since many groups, apparently 
innocuous in their connections, have later proved to be front organizatons; an 
oath of this type is almost impossible to take intelligently. 

4. The requirement itself is invidious by its very nature. If one refuses to 
sign, one raises doubts about one’s own loyalty. If one signs, one thereby 
Seems to give credence to the general suspicion of the educational community 
which appears to motivate the requirement. The implication that a whole 
class of Americans—i.e. students and teachers—is so shot through with dan- 
gerous ideas and associations as to be required to take a special oath not re- 
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quired of other citizens is both misleading and a gratuitous insult to the 
educators of the country. 

For the reasons enumerated above, we the members of the Baldwin-Wallace 
chapter of the American Association of University Professors hereby petition 
you to work for the abolition of the disclaimer oath. We note that three bills 
recently introduced into the House, i.e., H.R. bills Nos. 284, 2332, and 2437, 
carry provisions which would repeal or delete the portion of the Education 
Act of 1958 which requires such an oath. We urge your thoughtful considera- 
tion and support of these provisions. 

Sincerely yours, 
HELEN E. REYNOLDS, 
Secretary, Baldwin-Wallace Chapter, A.A.U.P. 


AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS, 
MACALESTER CHAPTER, 
MACALESTER COLLEGE, 
St. Paul, Minn., February 24, 1959. 
Hon. J. KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Senator: We have the honor of presenting to you the enclosed 
resolution opposing the disclaimer affidavit requirement of the National De- 
fense Education Act of 1958. That resolution is the result of a thorough dis- 
cussion of the problem and its various aspects. The discussion took place in a 
well-attended meeting of our chapter on February 12, 1959. We dare hope— 
in fact, we are convinced—that you will use all your influence to have that 
requirement removed from the aforementioned act. The enclosed resolution of 
our chapter might well furnish you some of the reasons which justify such 
removal. 

Most sincerely yours, 
Dr. A. LELAND JAMISON, 
Chairman, Department of Religion, 
President. 
JuLius LICHTENSTEIN, 
Assistant Professor of German, 
Secretary. 
RESOLUTION 


We, the Macalester College Chapter of the American Association of Uni- 
versity Professors, oppose the disclaimer affidavit requirement of the National 
Defense Edueation Act of 1958. 

We base our opposition on the belief that the requirement of such disclaimer 
affiidavits violates fundamental American tenets such as— 

(1) The guarantee of free speech as afforded by the first amendment; 
and 

(2) The security of liberty under due process of law as afforded by the 
fifth amendment of the Federal Constitution. 

We also oppose the disclaimer affidavit requirement on the grounds that it— 

(1) Selects out education for invidious discrimination ; and 
(2) That test oaths have proved largely meaningless. 

Apart from the above noted substantive objections, we also oppose this dis- 
claimer affidavit requirement on the grounds that it lacks clarity in establishing 
procedures for its administration. 


STUDENT CouNcIL, SWARTHMORE COLLEGE, 


; Swarthmore, Pa., March 8, 1959. 
Hon. JOHN KENNEDY, 


Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DeaR SENATOR KENNEDY: We welcome the concern of the U.S. Congress for 
expanding and improving the educational opportunities available to American 
students. Passage of the National Defense Education Act of 1958 was evidence 
of this concern, though this act can be and should be improved. In order to 
safeguard adequately the academic freedom of students benefitting from the 
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provisions of the act, title X, section 1001(f) (1), the disclaimer affidavit, must 
be repealed. 

Swarthmore College has refused to participate in the Federal loan program 
provided by the act unless the disclaimer affidavit provision is repealed. We 
are enclosing a copy of the statement announcing the decision of the faculty and 
board of managers which was read before the student body by President Court- 
ney Smith. 

The following resolution was passed by the student body : 

“The student body of Swarthmore College is opposed to the disclaimer af- 
fidavit of the National Defense Education Act of 1958. The student body be- 
lieves that the oath is an infringement of academic freedom in that it attempts 
to restrict the freedom of belief and the freedom of association necessary for 
untrammeled inquiry and the pursuit of knowledge. 

“The student body urges (1) that the present oath requirement be repealed 
and (2) that future Federal-aid-to-education programs be free of such clauses.” 

We, therefore, urge the prompt consideration and passage of S. 819 and 
H.R. 2437. 

Sincerely yours, 






















Rosert W. MAYBERRY, 
Student Council President. 





SWARTHMORE, COLLEGE, 
Swarthmore, Pa., February 4, 1959. 

Swarthmore College, on the action of its board of managers and faculty, has 
voted not to participate in the student loan program of the National Defense 
Education Act of 1958 unless title X, section 1001(f) (1) of the act is repealed. 
The college does not find unacceptable the loyalty oath, or affirmation, of al- 
legiance required of all students receiving loans under the program, but it does 
oppose the disclaimer affidavit of, belief as being contrary to American prin- 
ciples and to the principles of sound educational procedure. 

Swarthmore College is opposed to the requiring of any commitment from 
students as to belief or disbelief as a condition to their receiving loans made in 
aid of their education. The freedom, privacy, and integrity of individual beliefs 
is a crucial aspect of America’s constitutional tradition, and these aspects of 
belief were precisely what the men who wrote the Constitution and the Bill of 
Rights intended to protect. 

As an educational institution Swarthmore College believes that strong citizens 
in a democratic society are produced in an atmosphere of freedom where ideas 
do not need to be forbidden or protected. The college has confidence in its stu- 
dents and in the educational process itself, confidence in the efficacy of free 
inquiry and debate to reveal error. 

In view of its action Swarthmore College will as proves necessary provide 
loans to students with established need at the same rate of interest contem- 
plated in the Government’s program. 

























CourTNEY SmitH, President. 





FFDERATION OF AMERICAN SCIENTISTS, 
Washington, D.C., April 16, 1959. 

Senator Joun F. KENNEDY, 

Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: I am writing to express the approval cf the Fed- 
eration of American Scientists for your proposal to repeal the loyalty oath 
provisions of the National Defense Education Act. 

We believe that loyalty tests should be limited to individuals who are privy 
to secret information or who hold positions in which their decisions and actions 
directly and substantially affect the national security. We believe that the ex- 
tension of loyalty procedures into nonsensitive areas tends to spread suspicion 
among the citizenry, to create a conformity of fear, and to erode traditional 
democratic liberties. Widespread application of such tests by the Federal Gov- 
ernment to students and teachers in the American educational system is on this 
account a particularly pernicious step. 

We are particularly concerned that the antisubversion affidavit will tend to 
inhibit free inquiry and expression of ideas among students and their in- 
structors. We fear too that the affidavit will act to dissuade students from 
associating with their fellows in college organizations, lest the group or an 
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individual member be criticized at some time for holding controversial views. 
We hold that such inhibitions have no place in the educational process. 
We should like to commend you for your position in this matter and to urge 
your colleagues in the Congress to suport your proposal. 
Respectfully yours, 


Avueustus H. Fox, Chairman. 


HorstTrRa COLLEGE, 


Hempstead, N.Y., April 10, 1959. 
Senator JoHNn F. KENNEDY, 


Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Str: At a recent meeting of the Hofstra chapter of the American Association 
of University Professors, the membership voted to go on record in strong sup 
port of the bill you introduced to remove the disclaimer affidavit requirement 
of the National Defense Education Act of 1958. 

We would like to wish you every success with your proposal. 

Sincerely yours, 
HoFstRA CHAPTER, AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF 
UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS, 
CHARLES E. SToNIER, President. 
Harvey J. Levin, Vice President. 


U.S. NATION4L STUDENT ASSOCIATION, 


Philadelphia, Pa., April 16, 1959. 
Senator JOHN KENNEDY, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. KENNEDY: Enclosed is a copy of our statement in support of your 
proposal to delete section 1001(f) of the National Defense Education Act. 

We have written to Senator Hill asking for an opportunity to testify or to 
have our statement presented to the appropriate subcommittee and included in 


the record. On many campuses, students and student groups have evidenced 
their concern at section 1001(f) and their hope that it can be repealed, or at 
least, amended to eliminate the disclaimer section. 
We sincerely hope that hearings will be held on your proposal and that modi- 
fication or elimination of section 1001(f) will take place before next September. 
Sincerely, 


Rosert R. KILey, President. 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE NATIONAL DEFENSE EDUCATION ACT OF 1958 
AMENDING SEcTION 1001(f) 


Submitted by Robert R. Kiley, president, and Reginald H. Green, educational 
affairs vice president, representing the U.S. National Student Association 


The U.S. National Student Association wishes to express its support for 
the repeal or major amendment of section 1001(f) of the National Defense 
Education Act of 1958. We believe that the section as it now stands is unsound, 
unworkable, and a hindrance to the effective operation of the act. The national 
executive committee of the association, composed of elected regional representa- 
tives, last December voted 23 to 3 in favor of urging such repeal or amendment. 

USNSA is a confederation of democratically elected student governing groups 
representing the student bodies of 390 colleges and universities, with an enroll- 
ment in excess of 1,200,000 students in 46 States, and the District of Columbia. 
Our membership includes a majority of all undergraduates registered in ac- 
credited 4-year institutions. Association policy is determined by delegates 
of member campuses meeting at the annual National Student Congress and, in 
the interim between congresses, by the elected regional representatives of the 
campuses, meeting as the national executive committee. Officers elected by 
the National Student Congress carry out the policies during the year. 

The special resoluion concerning the loyalty affirmation provision of the 
National Defense Education Act, passed in December 1958 by the national execu- 
tive committee, states: 

USNSA welcomes the passage of the National Defense Education Act and 
especially its emphasis on avoiding Federal control of institutional policy. 
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“The association feels that section 1001(f) not only seriously militates against 
the efficiency of the act but creates grave problems of Federal control and raises 
constitutional and academic freedom questions. 

“USNSA objects to section 1001(f) on the following grounds: 

“(1) It is procedurally ineffective and administratively cumbersome. A 
subversive individual would not hesitate to sign the disclaimer or to take 
the oath; 

“(2) It places an unpalatable obligation on institutions of higher educa- 
tion, subjecting them to very real Federal control ; 

“(3) It is terminologically unclear (e.g., sec. 1001(f-2) is subject to 
varying interpretations, some of them inhibiting support of lawful change) ; 

“(4) It raises serious constitutional and freedom of inquiry questions 
in the section requiring denial of belief. 

“We do not oppose positive affirmation of loyalty to the United States. Neither 
do we believe that Federal funds should be granted to those who—in violation 
of the law—seek overthrow of the Government of the United States or the 
nullification of its Constitution and laws. However, section 1001(f) fails to 
offer a clear and unobjectionable affirmation of loyalty, places restrictions on 
thought as well as action, will fail to eliminate those working toward the over- 
throw of the Government, but may work hardships on innocent individuals. 

“We, therefore, urge the immediate repeal of section 1001(f).” 

As we have stated in the resolution, support of or opposition to section 1001 (f) 
is neither a matter of supporting disloyalty nor of opposing affirmative state- 
ments indicating loyalty. It is a matter concerned with institutional autonomy 
and with academic freedom; we believe that Federal assistance for higher 
education must be so designed as to safeguard academic freedom and institu- 
tional autonomy, and, at the same time, national security and the proper use 
of funds. The USNSA basic policy declaration on academic freedom states 
that the association, “also opposes political test oaths as being in opposition 
to the concept of freedom. It is the right of all organizations, educational or 
otherwise, to investigate the background of prospective employees only insofar 
as such investigation concerns their ability to perform their job; this is not to 
be construed as opposition to a positive oath of allegiance to the Constitution 
of the county or the State.” 

We are, therefore, disturbed by section 1001(f) of the National Defense Edu- 
eation Act of 1958, because we feel that it sets a bad precedent for future 
legislation affecting higher education, that it poses serious immediate problems, 
and that it confuses loyalty with willingness to subscribe to a disclaimer oath. 

We feel that it is nonoperational in the sense that it will not prevent sub- 
versive persons from securing assistance while preventing perfectly loyal stu- 
dents and faculty members from participating under the act. A convinced Com- 
munist would have no hesitation in regard to answering falsely. However, a 
person with conscientious objections to the test oaths, one holding the view that 
the procedures outlined are humiliating, or an individual with serious appre 
hensions as to the possible interpretation of the section (including real concern 
that unpopular views or organizational affiliation may be construed at some 
future date as being subversive), well could be unwilling to file the necessary affi- 
davit. Such a person would, therefore, be unable to participate under the act. It 
is true that these individuals are in the minority, but this in no way affects the 
fact that some of them can make a valuable contribution to the defense of the 
United States. Their loyalty is not necessarily any less than that of individuals 
who find nothing objectionable in section 1001 (f). 

Commenting on this point, Senator John F. Kennedy has stated, “To be sure, 
most of those excluded by this provision might be said to be nonconformist and 
dissenters, but surely, in our efforts to attract into scientific pursuits the best 
talents, the most inquiring minds in our Nation, we do not wish to exclude the 
nonconformists or the dissenters. Those who are willing to sign such an affidavit 
are not always by that act necessarily proven to be either more loyal or more 
talented than those who do not sign * * *.” 

In addition to being nonoperational, the section is likely to prove cumbersome 
and expensive. Some form of institutional and governmental collection and 
filing of affidavits and oaths will be necessary. This involves additional red tape 
and additional expense, to no purpose. Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare Arthur Flemming has pointed out several times this disadvantage of the 
current section. 

Section 1001(f) further controvenes the clear intention of the framers of the 
National Defense Education Act to avoid Federal control of education. It forces 
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upon participating institutions an affidavit and oath procedure which many of 
them feel to be not only administratively unwise but educationally unsound. To 
institutions committed to academic freedom, section 1001(f) is a particularly 
flagrant example of Federal control over education. 

College presidents of institutions as varied as American University, the Uni- 
versity of New Mexico, and Harvard University have pointed out the conflict 
between the current section and institutional autonomy and academic freedom, 
while the actions of administration and faculty at Princeton University, Bryn 
Mawr College, Swarthmore College, Haverford College, Wilmington College, 
Reed College, and others, in deciding not to participate in the act as long as 
section 1001(f) remains, have drawn the most publicity. It should be recognized 
that dissent with the section is far more widespread than the number of schools 
refusing to participate would indicate. Many institutions dissenting from the 
provision feel it unfair to penalize their students by not participating, and hope 
the necessary changes can be secured. 

While it is true that the present affidavit and loyalty oath may not, in them- 
selves, set up major barriers to academic freedom, they are dangerous in prin- 
ciple. Moreover, their existence will tend to set a climate of opinion, to inhibit 
discussion, and to cause unnecessary caution in the support of perfectly valid 
organizations and objectives. This is especially true in that the language of the 
section refers at several points to belief, rather than to action. 

These objections are reinforced by the fact that the entire section makes an 
invidious comparison between scholars and students and other elements of the 
community. In general other Federal grant-and-payment programs require 
neither a disclaimer of membership, support, or belief, nor a loyalty oath. To 
require them of members of the academic community seems to imply that there 
is more reason to suppose them to be disloyal than the public at large. This is 
certainly an insulting and unjustified implication and one that is resented by 
many students and faculty members. Representative Frank Thompson has em- 
phasized this point, stating, ‘the present requirement of a loyalty oath, applying 
as it does to large numbers of young people and teachers, is thoroughly harmful, 
since it singles out people in education as objects of suspicion. The present act 
tragically stifles the free exchange of ideas in the classroom and leads to 
complete stultification of the educational process.” 

One of the most dangerous features of section 1001(f) is its ambiguity. In 
terms of the disclaimer affidavit, it is not at all clear what “believe in” or “sup- 
port” would be interpreted to mean. Furthermore, there is no guide available to 
a student in determining what organizations fall under the ban implied in terms 
of the affidavit. In the oath itself, the words “support and defend the Constitu- 
tion and laws of the United States’’ might be interpreted as a prohibition of par- 
ticipation by those whose beliefs prevent them from bearing arms. While this 
might appear superficially reasonable in a National Defense Education Act, 
second thoughts indicate that a scientist, teacher, or research worker may serve 
the national defense very effectively, even if his conscience will not permit him to 
be a member of the Armed Forces. 

For these reasons, the United States National Student Association believes, 
with the American Association of University Professors, the American Council 
on Education, the American Association of Colleges, the Association for Higher 
Education of the National Education Association, and the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, that this section of the National Defense Education Act 
of 1958 has proved to be, and will continue to be, a hindrance to the effective 
implementation of the act. We should like to emphasize the fact that the 
response by educators to the provisions embodied in the section has been almost 
universally negative. Some campuses have been aroused to the point of refusing 
to participate in the act because they felt that this section infringed upon institu- 
tional autonomy and academic freedom. Others have participated, but have 
indicated their strong disapproval of these provisions. 

Therefore, the United States National Student Association urges that— 

1. The affidavit disclaiming belief, support, or membership be totally stricken 
from the National Defense Education Act. 

2. The loyalty oath be modified so that it is subject to a clear interpretation. 

USNSA firmly believes that actions intended to nullify or overthrow by force 
the laws and Constitution of the United States, rather than belief or expression 
of thoughts, should be the only basis for excluding persons from participation 
in the National Defense Education Act. While we do not object to a clear 
affirmative statement of loyalty, we doubt that such a statement would serve 
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any useful purpose, since no person would be more willing to take it than a 
member of the Communist Party. We do feel that actions designed to halt 
the operation of the laws and Constitution of the United States, or action 
cemonstrating moral turpitude, form a clear and unobjectionable basis for 
denial of the privilege of participation in the National Defense Education Act 
programs and receipt of funds authorized under the act. 


OBERLIN COLLEGE, 
Oberlin, Ohio, April 20, 1959. 
To the Members of the U.S. Senate. 

Deak Sirs: As students and members of a committee of the student body of 
Oberlin College interested in upholding the principle of freedom of academic 
inquiry, we feel it necessary to protest strongly against the loyalty oaths (sec. 
1001(f)) required of students participating in the loan and fellowship program 
under the National Defense Education Act of 1958. 

1. To be effective a scholar must be free to inquire, to write and discuss ideag 
no matter whether they run counter to an accepted ideology. 

2. The scholar has the responsibility that he not act unconstitutionally to de- 
stroy a government which is supporting his freedom, as long as the Government 
supports this freedom. 

3. An oath accompanying an application by a scholar for aid should affirm 
the principles of freedom of inquiry and indicate that the scholar recognizes 
the responsibilities of his position, but should not exercise restraint upon hs 
freedom to inquire. 

We protest that the loyalty oath incorporated in the National Defense Edu- 
cation Act exercises a restraint on the freedom of a scholar to inquire: 

1. In particular, the words “does not believe in” pose a grave threat to aca- 
demic freedom. To prevent unconstitutional action in pursuit of a belief is one 
thing; to restrict in any manner the possession of a belief jeopardizes the right 
of a man to think for himself, which is the basis of free academic inquiry. 
We feel that any step to limit this vital freedom must be resisted to prevent 
further restriction. 

2. We furthermore object to the loyalty oath on the grounds that the problems 
it raises by far outweigh the dubious advantages claimed for it by its supporters. 
No loyalty oath can be expected to bring real subversives to justice. In reality, 
we believe, such an oath is a legal club with which scholars, acting in loyalty 
and good faith toward the Government, could be unfairly punished for exer- 
cising freedom of thought. 

It would be paradoxical and tragic if the freedom of thought which we so 
loudly proclaim was to be gradually choked off in the process of defending it. 

We urge you to repeal the objectionable clause for the above reasons at the 
earliest possible opportunity. 

Sincerely yours, 
RicHarD P. TucKER, Chairman. 


{From the Harvard Crimson, Apr. 28, 1959] 


MisGuIpep PATRIOTISM 


Refusing to accept Federal funds under a “loyalty oath’ provision while 
mouthing platitudes on academic freedom, the trustees of Amherst College 
last week rejected a $1,340 grant received under the student loan program of the 
National Defense Education Act. Their action dramatizes widespread objection 
to the clause requiring every loan applicant to file an affidavit that he “does not 
believe in, and is not a member of and does not support any organization that 
believes in or teaches, the overthrow of the U.S. Government by force or violence 
or by any illegal or unconstitutional means.” 

Though defenders of liberal education are as strongly opposed to subversion 
as Senator Mundt, who introduced this provision, the “loyalty oath’ remains an 
unattractive monument to misguided patriotism. In the first place, a genuine 
subversive would have no compunctions about signing such an oath, thereby 
rendering the provision powerless to fight “overthrow” of our Constitution. 
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But, if the “loyalty oath’ were merely ineffective, a growing list of major 
colleges—inecluding Bryn Mawr, Harvard, Haverford, Princeton, Sarah Law- 
rence, Swarthmore, and Yale—would not have protested so strongly. The real 
danger is that the required affidavit constitutes an inquiry into vaguely defined 
associations and beliefs. To secure his loan, an applicant must swear that he does 
not “believe in” any organization that “believes in” certain programs. But the 
act provides no objective criteria, nor can it, for judging what beliefs are “sub- 
versive.” In its most dangerous implication, the “loyalty oath” requires a blanket 
rejection of participation, or belief, in any organized activity that tomorrow 
or someday may fall under official suspicion. 

Such a loosely defined prohibition can only stifle the spirit of free inquiry 
and discussion; it can only lead to fear and hesitancy in the academic commu- 
nity. This is not to say that professors and others should not take care to support 
only groups that work for what they believe in. The “loyalty oath” provision, 
however, must not be allowed to interfere with the right to believe and to teach, 
freely and honestly. 

The affidavit requirement is not only ineffective, it is invidious, and Congress 
should repeal it without delay. 


BUCKNELL UNIVERSITY, 
Lewisburg, Pa., March 16, 1959. 
Hon. JoHN KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: I have the honor to address you on behalf of the 
faculty of Bucknell University and to transmit herewith a resolution adopted 
at a meeting of the faculty on Wednesday, the 4th of March, 1959. As you will 
observe, we do not, in this resolution, oppose all affidavits and oaths of loyalty, 
but because we are committed to the basic freedoms of American education, 
we feel impelled to oppose the provision for such obligations as conditions of 
the National Defense Education Act of 1958. We respectfully request your 
consideration of this resolution. 

Yours sincerely, 
C. WILLARD SMITH, 
Secretary of the Faculty. 
A RESOLUTION 


We, the faculty of Bucknell University, recommend the removal of the pro- 
vision for the affidavit and loyalty oath, specifically in the National Defense 
Education Act of 1958, required of all applicants for loan funds under this act. 
The act provides for financial encouragement of talented young people in our 
country either to study science, mathematics, engineering, a modern foreign 
language, or to pursue a course of study leading toward a teaching career in 
the public school system. The pertinent section (X, f) of the act reads as 
follows: 

“No part of any funds appropriated or otherwise made available for expendi- 
ture under authority of this act shall be used to make payments or loans to any 
individual unless such individual (1) has executed and filed with the Commis- 
sioner an affidavit that he does not believe in, and is not a member of and does 
not support any organization that believes in or teaches, the overthrow of the 
U.S. Government by force or violence or by an illegal or unconstitu- 
tional method, and (2) has taken and subscribed to an oath or affirmation in 
the following form: ‘“I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will bear true 
faith and allegiance to the United States of America and will support and de- 
fend the Constitution and laws of the United States against all its enemies, 
foreign and domestic.’ ” 

We are opposed to the affidavit and loyalty oath for two reasons. First, by as- 
suming that candidates are untrustworthy, such affidavits and oaths tend to 
infect our colleges and universities with suspicion and a distrust that might 
embitter teacher and student alike, and that might seriously weaken our free 
intellectual life. Second, and more important, such oaths implicitly deny the 
very foundation of our political heritage, that is, the freedom of the individual 
conscience and the dignity of the individual citizen. 
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U.S. NATIONAL STUDENT ASSOCIATION, 
Philadelphia, Pa., February 2, 1959. 
Senator Joun F. KENNEDY, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deark SenatToR KENNEDY: On behalf of the U.S. National Student Association, 
I am happy to express our support for your bill to repeal section 1001(f) of the 
National Defense Education Act. I am enclosing a copy of the resolution passed 
by our national executive committee in December urging the repeal or major 
modification of that portion of the act. We are very happy to note the introduc- 
tion of legislation in both Houses of Congress to secure the modification of this 
portion of the act’s program. We should appreciate the opportunity to present 
our position at any hearings which may be held. 

I am also sending you copies of the resolutions passed by the 11th National 
Student Congress and by the December national executive committee urging 
continued and increased support of education from the Federal Government. 
We are especially concerned at the lapse of the college housing program and at 
the lack of the National Defense Education Act to include a Federal scholar- 
ship program. Both of these programs are, in the opinion of our membership, 
vital to the continued strength of U.S. higher education. 

Yours very truly, 
Rosert R. Kitey, President. 


SpecIAL RESOLUTION: LOYALTY AFFIRMATION PROVISIONS OF NATIONAL DEFENSE 
EpucaTion Act (SEcTION 1001(f) ) 


USNSA welcomes the passage of the National Defense Education Act and es- 
pecially its emphasis on avoiding Federal control of institutional policy. 

The association feels that section 1001(f) not only seriously militates against 
the efficiency of the act but creates grave problems of Federal control and 
raises constitutional and academic freedom questions. 

USNSA objects to section 1001(f) on the following grounds: 

(1) It is procedurally ineffective and administratively cumbersome. A 
subversive individual would not hesitate to sign the disclaimer or to take 
the oath; 

(2) It places an unpalatable obligation on institutions of higher educa- 
tion subjecting them to very real Federal control ; 

(3) It is terminologically unclear (e.g., section 1001(f-2) is subject to 
varying interpretations, some of them inhibiting support of lawful change) ; 

(4) It raises serious constitutional and freedom of inquiry questions in 
the section requiring denial of belief. 

We do not oppose positive affirmations of loyalty to the United States. 
Neither do we believe that Federal funds should be granted to those who, in 
violation of the law, seek overthrow of the Government of the United States 
or the nullification of its Constitution and laws. However, section 1001(f) 
fails to offer a clear and unobjectionable affirmation of loyalty, places restric- 
tions on thought as well as action, will fail to eliminate those working toward 
the overthrow of the Government, but may work hardships on innocent in- 
dividuals. 

We therefore urge the immediate repeal of section 1001 (f). 

(The section referred to follows:) 


TITLE X—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
(Of the National Defense Education Act of 1958) 


Sec. 1001(f). No part of any funds appropriated or otherwise made avail- 
able for expenditure under authority of this act shall be used to make payments 
or loans to any individual unless such individual (1) has executed and filed 
with the Commissioner an affidavit that he does not believe in, and is not a mem- 
ber of and does not support any organization that believes in or teaches, the 
overthrow of the U.S. Government by force or violence or by any illegal or un- 
constitutional methods; and (2) has taken and subscribed to an oath or affirma- 
tion in the following form: “I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will bear 
true faith and allegiance to the United States of America and will support and 
defend the Constitution and laws of the United States against all its enemies, 
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foreign and domestic.” The provisions of section 1001 of title 18, United States 
Code, shall be applicable with respect to such affidavits. 


{From the San Francisco (Calif.) Chronicle, Feb. 22, 1959] 
PROTESTS ON STUDENT OATH GROW 


The faculty of the University of California, as represented by the Berkeley 
chapter of the American Association of University Professors, is again joined 
in battle with the nine-lived, multiform special loyalty oath. 

This time, the professors are asking the administration to withdraw from the 
student loan program of the National Education Act of 1958. It requires appli- 
cants to sign a non-Communist affidavit as well as an oath of allegiance. 

In this fight they have abundant and active allies. Six institutions—Antioch, 
Bryn Mawr, Haverford, Princeton, Reed, and Swarthmore—have already de- 
clined to accept funds under the act. Presidents of five others—Bates, Bowdoin, 
Colby. Emory, and the University of Wisconsin—have spoken out against the 
act. So has Arthur Flemming, Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
and he has been publicly commended for it by Presidents Pusey of Harvard and 
Griswold of Yale. 

None object to the requirement for an oath of allegiance. All resent the special 
requirement of a non-Communist affidavit, holding it a threat to academic freedom, 
a slur upon all college students, a useless obeisance to the diehard vestiges of 
McCarthyism. President Gould of Carleton College observes wryly : “We give $6 
billion to the farmers but don’t expect any loyalty oath.” 

The educators are not alone in their opposition to this special requirement— 
written into the act by Senator Mundt of South Dakota. Three bills for its 
repeal have been introduced in the House. Senators Kennedy of Massachusetts 
and Clark of Pennsylvania have cosponsored a repeal bill in the Senate. 

For all the reasons cited above, and doubtless for others, this special, non- 
Communist requirement is offensive and mischievous. The UC administration 
should joint the academic revolt against it, and throw its weight into the swelling 
pressure for its early repeal. 


Senator Kennepy. There will also be printed at this point a state- 
ment by Senator Wayne Morse and related material which he placed 
in the Congressional Record earlier this year. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR WAYNE Morse 
THE OATH AND AFFIDAVIT PROVISIONS OF THE NATIONAL DEFENSE EDUCATION ACT 


Mr. Morse. Mr. President, shortly after the National Defense Education Act 
became law last year, I received from the American Association of University 
Professors, as did all members of the Senate committee, a detailed explanation 
of why that organization opposes the loyalty affidavit provision of the act. That 
provision was added to the bill on the floor of the Senate by a floor amendment. 

This provision is section 1001(f) (1) in title X of the National Defense Educa- 
tion Act. It provides that no funds “shall be used to make payments or loans 
to any individual unless such individual, first, has executed and filed with the 
Commissioner an affidavit that he does not believe in, and is not a member of 
and does not support any organization that believes in or teaches the overthrow 
of the U.S. Government by force or violence or by any illegal or unconstitutional 
methods.” 

Last December, I asked the staff of the Senate Labor Committee to prepare a 
memorandum on the subject of this provision, discussing the need for it. I also 
asked that the memorandum include the pertinent information on where else in 
Federal law such affidavits are required, or where an oath of allegiance or infor- 
mation about membership in such organizations described is required as a con- 
dition of doing business with the Government or receiving some benefits from 
the Government. 

I pointed out to the AAUP that public officeholders, for example, must take an 
oath to uphold the Constitution, and information about activities in subversive 
organizations is requested of applicants for Federal jobs. 
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The AAUP then indicated that it has no objection to the affirmative oath of 
allegiance contained in the National Defense Education Act in section 1001 
(f) (2). 

A few days ago, Reed College, in Portland, Oreg., turned down its grant of 
money for its student loan fund because its administrators object to the affidavit 
requirement. 

The loss of the $3,349 allocation to Reed College for student loans means a 
great deal to that institution. I know the decision was not taken lightly or 
easily. Nonetheless, this school has stood up for a principle. 

It is my earnest hope that the Education Subcommittee of the Senate Labor 
Committee will act soon on §. 819, introduced by the Senator from Massachu- 
setts, Mr. Kennedy, repealing the affidavit requirement in this act. It is quite 
possible that neither the oath nor the affidavit is desirable in the act. Cer- 
tainly the affidavit is not. 

I hope the information I have requested be furnished to the committee mem- 
bers by the staff will give us the background on the whole subject, so we can 
proceed to consider the bill. It is important that a school like Reed College not 
be penalized any longer for standing up for a principle. 







































[From the Eugene (Oreg.) Register-Guard, Feb. 4, 1959] 


REED COLLEGE AND A HIGH PRINCIPLE 





Reed College, through its president, Richard H. Sullivan, has turned down a 
$3,349 grant from the Federal Government. The scholarship money, made avail- 
able through the National Defense Education Act, is forthcoming only if bene- 
ficiaries of this largess sign loyalty oaths. Reed’s president says he turned 
down the money because “singling out teachers and students as people not to be 
trusted gets under my skin.” 

Good for Reed. Perhaps this action will call attention to Senate bill 819, 
introduced by John Kennedy, of Massachusetts. This measure would remove 
the loyalty-oath requirement from the act. It has the support of numerous 
Senators, including Richard L: Neuberger, of Oregon. 

The idea of the loyalty oath is a direct slap at the intellectual community. It 
is a hangover from the “know-nothingism” that swept America before the Civil 
War and that recurs periodically in the form of Ku Kluxism or McCarthyism. 
The target in all cases is the educated man. 

We do not think it can be shown that a loyalty oath has ever, ever been used to 
trap a spy. Any spy worth his rubles will sign anything if his signature will 
help him in his dirty business. Those who refuse to sign have been persons of 
principle who objected to being singled out as unduly suspect because of their 
professions. If refusal to sign is taken as an admission of guilt—a “fifth-amend- 
ment Communist” kind of thinking—are we to believe that any really subversive 
person would refuse? 

The scholarship program that Reed will not be a part of costs the Federal 
Government $250 million a year. It is small potatoes, indeed, compared with the 
farm-subsidy program, which costs nearly $5 billion a year. Yet those who re- 
ceive money under the subsidy program, 18 times as costly as the scholarship 
program, are not asked to sign loyalty oaths. For all that, subversion on the 
farm is not a common problem, it is just as true that it is no great problem in 
the colleges and universities. 

Oregon, alone among the States on the coast, has never required a loyalty oath 
of its professors. This is due in part to the intensive lobbying in legislative halls 
in 1951 by W. M. Tugman, former editor of this newspaper; Charles A. Sprague, 
editor of the Oregon Statesmen; and State Representative Earl Hill. All are 
Republicans. They were joined by Democrats like Maurine Neuberger and Rob- 
ert Holmes. It was a tough battle, fought in a year when McCarthyism was 
riding high. They found support for loyalty oaths in surprising places, but 
they persevered and they won. 

It is fitting that Reed, an Oregon college which is badly in need of all the 
money it can get, holds firm to the high principle. 
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[From the St. Louis (Mo.) Post-Dispatch, Feb. 5, 1959] 
AN OatH THAT HurRTS THE NATION 


Reed College in Portland, Oreg., one of the better small colleges, has refused 
to accept money under the National Defense Education Act because a loyalty 
oath is demanded of those receiving grants or loans. This positive action fol- 
lows appeals by the presidents of Harvard, Yale, and Princeton for repeal of 
the oath provision. The Association of American Colleges meanwhile is polling 
its 750 members on the question. 

Such oaths, said President Griswold of Yale, “seem to represent a lack of 
confidence in young people and in their future, as well as in the educational 
process itself. They tend to alienate the good will of the loyal citizens without 
gaining a corresponding advantage in protecting the public against the actions 
or intentions of the disloyal.” 

More concretely, the oath requirement is preventing the use of a good part 
of the $900 million made available under the legislation, and thus it is delaying 
the training of the scientists, mathematicians, and linguists needed in the defense 
of the Nation. After all, this law was not passed merely to aid education, 
but to make educated persons available for national service. Without repeal 
of the oath requirement, it is partly self-defeating. 


{From the Medford (Mass.) Mail-Tribune, Feb. 8, 1959] 
OBJECTIONABLE LOYALTY OATH 


Most Americans are patriotic, and completely dedicated to the welfare of 
their Nation. They abhor this Nation’s enemies. And many of them cannot 
understand why anyone would object to taking a so-called loyalty oath. 

They, in their patriotic fervor, would be willing to raise their right hands 
and swear that they never have, do not now, and never will advocate the forceful 
or illegal overthrow of the U.S. Government. 

And they can’t understand why anyone else would. 

Let's ivok at it this way: 

If they were applying for a job, and one of the conditions of employment 
was that they swear they had never beaten a small child to death, and will 
never do so, they’d probably be mad as hops. 

“What kind of stinking bum do you think I am?’ would be their rejoinder, 
as they stalked off in search of a job where they could hold up their heads in 
pride and dignity. 

It is for very similar reasons that the teaching profession feels discriminated 
against when asked to take such a negative loyalty oath. 

They have no objection to a positive oath—one in which they declare they 
will uphold and support the Constitution and the laws and the ideals of the 
Nation. 

One of the most lucid explanations of this situation we have seen was in a re 
cent editorial in the Eugene Register-Guard, which said: 

“The idea of the loyalty oath is a direct slap at the intellectual community. 
It is a hangover from the ‘Know-Nothingism’ that swept America before the 
Civil War and that recurs periodically in the form of Ku Kluxism or McCarthy- 
ism. The target, in all cases, is the educated man. 

“We do not think it can be shown that a loyalty oath has ever, ever been 
used to trap a spy. Any spy worth his rubles will sign anything if his signature 
will help him in his dirty business. Those who refuse to sign have been persons 
of principle who objected to being singled out as unduly suspect because of their 
professions. If refusal to sign is taken as an admission of guilt—a fifth amend- 
ment Communist kind of thinking—are we to believe that any really subversive 
person would refuse?” 

The president of Reed College, Richard H. Sullivan, recently announced the 
college would turn down a $3,349 grant from the Federal Government for 
scholarships, because of the fact that beneficiaries must take a form of the 
negative and discriminatory loyalty oath. 

Dr. Sullivan objected because “singling out teachers and students as people 
not to be trusted gets under my skin.” 

The objections can be summed up in two points: 

1. It is useless. 

2. It is a gratuitous insult to an honorable profession. 

That is why teachers object to it, and we think they are right. 
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Excerpt FrRoM RaAprio Broapcast OF SENATOR MORSE, FEBRUARY 10, 1959 


“One additional item I wish to mention on this broadcast is one that grew out 
of the National Defense Education Act passed by the Congress last year. I told 
this audience about that bill several times last year, and I believe it was a great 
forward step in meeting this country’s obligation to maintain high educational 
standards, particularly in science and mathematics. 

“Unfortunately, there was added to this law on the floor of the Senate a provi- 
sion called the loyalty oath. It required all persons receiving any financial as- 
sistance, either by loan or grant, to file with the Commissioner of Education an 
affidavit that he does not believe in, is not a member of, and does not support any 
organization that believes in or teaches the violent overthrow of the Federal 
Government. 

“The American Association of University Professors and the heads of several 
of the outstanding colleges and universities of the country have denounced this 
requirement in the law. They point out that they have no objection to an affirma- 
tive oath of allegiance of the kind taken by a public official or members of the 
Armed Forces. 

“But those who would receive loans or grants under the bill are required to do 
much more than pledge allegiance to the Government. And as a result, Reed 
College in Portland has turned down its share of the loan money made available 
to it under the law. As President Richard Sullivan of Reed College put it, he 
turned down the money because, and I quote him: ‘Singling out teachers and 
students as people not to be trusted gets under my skin.’ 

“I am happy to report that legislation is already before the Congress to 
eliminate this requirement from the law. The Subcommittee on Education of 
the Senate Labor Committee, of which I am a member, informs me that it 
expects to take up the matter within a very few days. Several weeks ago, I 
had asked the staff of the committee to make a study of this provision to deter- 
mine whether it went beyond the pledges required of others who receive aid 
from the Federal Government, and whether it was in fact deemed necessary by 
those responsible for administering the law. 

“Since then, the administration itself has requested that the ‘loyalty oath’ 
be removed from the law. I hope this will be done quickly, and I shall urge 
early consideration of it upon my colleagues on the Labor and Public Welfare 
Committee of the Senate. 

“Reed College and the many other fine colleges and universities in Oregon and 
throughout the country should be able to set up their loan funds just as quickly 
as possible; they should not be deterred from doing so because of their natural 
and understandable dislike of taking oaths and signing affidavits of this kind. 

“There are better and more efficient ways of keeping track of the handful of 
conspirators in our country than this method of demanding that hundreds of 
thousands of students, teachers, and school administrators sign this kind of 
affidavit. I shall be making every effort to get it repealed as soon as possible. 

“There are a great many other issues I would like to have the time to talk 
to you about but they will have to be postponed until our next broadcast. I do 
want to say that I am particularly pleased with the progress that we are making 
in this session of the Senate. Already we have passed the housing bill, we have 
passed the airport bill. I had hoped to talk about that today. We are well on 
our way to the consideration of a labor bill, the education bill is under hearing, 
and my hearings on the railroad retirement bill of the Labor Committee are 
about to be completed. I think that the performance of this session of the 
Congress thus far has just been plain remarkable. 

“This is Wayne Morse reporting to you from Washington, D.C.” 


OBERLIN COLLEGE, 
Oberlin, Ohio, February 6, 1959. 

Senator WAYNE Morssg, 

Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR Morse: I am writing for the faculty of Oberlin College to ex- 
press strong opposition to title X, section 1001(f)(1) of the National Defense 
Education Act of 1958, which reads: 

“No * * * funds * * * shall be used to make payments or loans to any in- 
dividual unless such individual (1) has executed and filed with the Commis- 
sioner an affidavit that he does not believe in, and is not a member of and 
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does not support any organization that believes in or teaches the overthrow 
of the U.S. Government by force or violence or by any illegal or unconstitutional 
methods.” 

Our opposition is not directed against the oath of allegiance (title X, sec. 
1001(f)(2)) which the act includes, but only to the foregoing quoted provi- 
sion which is, in effect, a test oath. Such test oaths have aroused resistance 
many times before in the course of English and American history. An indi- 
vidual is compelled to make a statement disclaiming objectionable associations 
and beliefs in order to gain the benefits of the program. In our view this is 
unnecessary and unreasonable. 

The provision of the oath concerning belief is particularly repugnant. We 
object to the notion that an individual should be penalized because of a mental 
state where no overt act has occurred. We fail to see how justice can be done 
in any proceeding to enforce this provision concerning the content of a human 
mind. We agree heartily with the late Justice Jackson, who said: 

“Our forefathers found the evil of free thinking more to be endured than the 
evils of inquest or suppression. They gave the status of almost absolute in- 
dividual rights to the outward means of expressing belief. I cannot believe 
they left open a way for legislation to embarrass or impede the mere mental 
processes by which those expressions of belief are examined and formulated. 
This is not only because individual thinking presents no danger to society, but 
because thoughtful, bold, and independent minds are essential to wise and con- 
sidered self-government.” 

Suspicion directed at the students and teachers in our colleges and universities 
is completely unwarranted. Their understanding of and devotion to freedom 
and the cause of democracy is not surpassed by any other group in our society. 
We concur in the statement of Mr. Bentley Glass, president of the American 
Association of University Professors, who commented on the test oath as follows: 

“If an individual refuses to sign, he raises a suspicion that he is unworthy 
of public trust or benefit. If he signs, he endorses the pertinency of the general 
suspicion about him and his kind which it embodies in the requirement.” 

The stand now taken by the Oberlin faculty against the test oath in the 1958 
act is fully in accord with its proudest traditions. In 1952 the faculty unani- 
mously adopted a resolution which included these statements relevant to the 
present issue: 

“Times of crisis present sharp challenges to the professed values of a demo- 
cratic society. At such times it is tempting to measure all things by the rough 
standards of unity, loyalty, and orthodoxy. The inevitable tendency is to re- 
strict such fundamentals of democracy as discussion and debate, and even to 
make divergence of opinion appear dangerous. 

“The Oberlin College faculty regards all forms of interference with intellectual 
freedom, discriminatory loyalty oaths, censorship, and other restrictions on free 
speech and thought as inimical to the democratic way of life.” 

In view of the objections and considerations stated above, we earnestly re- 
quest that the test oath incorporated in title X, section 1001(f) (1) of the Na- 
tional Defense Education Act of 1958 be immediately repealed. 

Sincerely yours, 
DonaLp M. Love, 
Secretary of the Faculty. 


UNIVERSITY OF OREGON, 
COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS, 


Bugene, Oreg., February 11, 1959. 
Senator WAYNE L. Morse, 


U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR Morse: The department heads of the College of Liberal Arts 
at their meeting last week requested that I write to you to ask your support 
of Senator Kennedy’s amendment to repeal the negative oath requirement of the 
National Defense Education Act. As you know, the act contains two pro- 
visions respecting the oath: (1) An oath (or affirmation) of allegiance to the 
Constitution of the United States, and (2) a disclaimer oath that asks recipients 
of loans or fellowships to declare that they “do not believe in, and are not a 
member of and do not support any organization that believes in or teaches, 


the overthrow of the U.S. Government by force or violence or by any illegal or 
unconstitutional methods.” 
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It is the second of these to which department heads object on the basis that 
the negative oath is wrong in principle, that it is unnecessary in view of the 
affirmative oath carried in the act, and that it sets apart and discriminates 
against a small segment of American people. 

May I add that earlier in the week, Dean Charles T. Duncan and I jointly 
offered a resolution to the faculty in support of the Kennedy amendment. 
Under our faculty provisions, this resolution will not be acted upon until it 
kas been reviewed by the senate and is presented to the faculty again at its 
March meeting. 

I know that you will understand the position of faculty members on this 
matter as few other Senators do and I shall, therefore, greatly appreciate your 
efforts on our behalf. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rosert D. CiarkK, Dean. 


LEWIS AND CLARK COLLEGR, 
Portland, Oreg., December 30, 1958. 

Senator Warne L. MoRsE, 

U.S. Senate, 

Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR Morse: The Lewis and Clark College Chapter of the American 
Association of University Professors has unanimously voted to urge the repeal 
of the “loyalty oath” section 1001 of the National Defense Education Act of 1958. 
The national A.A.U.P. has long opposed such oaths as both contrary to academic 
freedom and useless to national defense. The chapter has instructed me to 
notify you of this vote, and to secure your opinion on this section and to de- 
termine what specific steps you will take to remove this oath from the law. 

We all recognize the need for a strengthened financial basis for higher educa- 
tion, but we deplore the attaching of such an oath to this otherwise commendable 
measure. 

Sincerely, 
DoNALD G. BALMER, 
President, Lewis and Clark College Chapter, A.A.U.P. 


AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS, 
Washington, D.C., December 19, 1958. 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DeEaR SENATOR Morse: With this letter your receive a copy of a letter of 
November 1 by the president and the general secretary of the American Associa- 
tion of University Professors objecting to title X, section 1001(f)(1) of the 
National Defense Education Act of 1958. Shortly after the letter was sent, 
it received the unanimous endorsement of the council of the association in 
session. 

You will observe that no objection has been made to section 1001(f) (2) which 
calls for an affirmative oath of allegiance. Furthermore, although not relevant 
to our specific objection, I am sure that many association members share my 
feeling of gratitude and admiration for the work of the Congress in this act 
and other legislation beneficial to American education. 

We would be very grateful for your opinion on the disclaimer affidavit re- 
quirement, and we hope that the consensus of legislative opinion will bring 
about reconsideration in the 86th Congress. 

Respectfully yours, 
WILLIAM P. Fipter, General Secretary. 


(See copy of letter referred to, p. 57.) 


AMERICAN Crvizt LIBERTIES 
UNION OF OREGON, 


Portland, Oreg., February 6, 1959. 
Hon. WAYNE L. Morss, 


U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR Morse: On behalf of the executive board of the American Civil 
Liberties Union of Oregon, I am writing to urge you to use your influence to 
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secure the deletion of section 1001(f), title 10, of the National Defense Educa- 
tion Act of 1958, which provides for a disclaimer oath for all the beneficiaries of 
the act. These include young people seeking loans, fellowships and grants, and 
many teachers and consulting experts involved in foreign language institutes 
and in other activities authorized by the act. 

The American Civil Liberties Union has for a long time opposed such negative 
disclaimer oaths on the grounds of their vagueness and the presumption of 
unreliability which attaches to those individuals and groups selected for this 
kind of treatment. Since there is no definition of the organizations which are 
proscribed by the act nor of the term support, it becomes most difficult for an 
individual to determine whether he is in a position to subscribe to such an oath. 
Furthermore, we believe it most undesirable to single out for this invidious 
treatment some of the ablest and potentially most valuable citizens of our 
country. 

At a time when public opinion is coming increasingly to recognize the im- 
portance of higher education, it seems most unfortunate that this kind of an 
oath should be required. The history of such oaths indicates that they do not 
achieve their stated objective but may interfere with the attainment of valuable 
goals such as those which the National Defense Education Act seeks to imple 
ment. We trust that you will use your best efforts to secure the removal of this 
obnoxious provision. 

Sincerely yours, 


JUDAH BIERMAN, Chairman. 
Senator Kennepy. I also offer for the record a number of editorials 
on the subject. 
(The editorials referred to follow :) 


[From the Madison (Wis.) Capital Times, Feb. 10, 1959) 
SENATOR KENNEDY STRIKES NEEDED BLOW at SCHOLASTIC OATH 


Senator John Kennedy, Democrat, of Massachusetts, has, with Senator Joseph 
S. Clark, Democrat, of Pennsylvania, introduced a bill to repeal a provision of 
the National Defense Education Act which requires any recipient of its benefits 
to sign an oath of loyalty and an affidavit declaring that he did not believe in, 
belong to, or support any subversive organization. 

We are glad to see Senator Kennedy come forward with his proposal to repeal 
a law that is obnoxious to academic principles as well as to general political 
principles. It is not easy for Senator Kennedy to take this position since he 
comes from a State that was a hotbed of McCarthyism. He deserves credit 
for taking the stand he has. 

The provision he wants repealed was another manifestation of McCarthyism. 
It reflected again the hysterical suspicions that were aroused toward education 
during the McCarthy era. 

This kind of an oath in order to qualify for scholarship aid is not required 
of other groups that receive aid. It is flatly discriminatory against scholars 
and in that sense helps to defeat the very purpose of the Education Act. 

Even if there were some practical way to enforce it, it would still be offensive. 
It penalizes the very people we want and expect to have the searching, inquiring 
minds that are most apt to be asking the challenging questions that need to be 
asked if freedom is to provide the long-range benefits intended. 

This loyalty oath has caused nothing but trouble for education administrators 
and with scholars who naturally resent it. As Senator Kennedy has pointed 
out, the oath can only have the effect of keeping scholars out of the scientific 
fields into which the act was designed to encourage entrance. 


[From the Washington (D.C.) Post and Times Herald, Feb. 1, 1959] 


MEANINGLESS OATH 


Congress surely ought to repeal the loyalty oath requirement of the National 
Defense Education Act. As Senator Kennedy noted when he introduced his bill 
to terminate this unnecessary provision, card-carrying members of the Com- 
munist Party have no hesitancy about perjuring themselves in such an affidavit. 
The requirement, which was hastily written into the legislation by Senator 
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Mundt on the Senate floor last summer, is an insult to the students and teachers 
applying for loans and other benefits available under the act. 

Loyalty oaths have a way of hanging on like leeches, but ths one may be an 
exception. Health, Education, and Welfare Secretary Flemming has acknowl- 
edged that the provision would do little or no good because genuinely subversive 
individuals have no scruples about signing such an affidivat and taking such 
an oath. The American Association of University Professors, the Association 
of American Colleges, and the presidents of such universities as Harvard, Yale, 
Princeton and Wisconsin have all protested the requirement. The list of 
opponents of the oath is as impressive as the logic of their argument. 


{From the Boston (Mass.) Morning Globe, Jan. 31, 1959] 
Excess BAGGAGE 


Senator Kennedy is on strong ground in asking Congress to eliminate a provi- 
sion of the National Defense Education Act which requires students who get 
Federal grants to take a loyalty oath. 

Arthur S. Flemming, Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, has openly 
criticized this requirement, especially a section which compels such students to 
sign a statement that they do not belong to any subversive organization. Nine 
universities and colleges have expressed opposition to this provision ; Haverford 
and Bryn Mawr refuse to take part in the loan program while this requirement 
remains in the law. 

In a letter to Mr. Flemming which has the support of President Pusey of Har- 
vard, President Griswold of Yale well expressed the case against loyalty oaths. 
Experience, he said, has taught education to regard such tests as at best odious 
symbols, at worst, potential threats. They are ineffective as Communists never 
hesitate to take them. Belief cannot be compelled by law. Such requirements 
are distasteful to young people—most of them about 18—embarking on an enter- 
prise in scholarship. 

As Senator Kennedy says, the oath may keep from the program inquiring 
young minds. Congress should remove from the act this excess baggage. 


[From the Pittsburgh (Pa.) Post-Gazette, Feb. 3, 1959] 
No Arp To EbpUCATION 


As the new National Defense Education Act goes into full operation, Senator 
John F. Kennedy, of Massachusetts is moving to divest it of a feature that could 
limit its effectiveness. With the cosponsorship of Senator Joseph S. Clark, of 
Pennsylvania, Senator Kennedy is introducing a bill to repeal a requirement of 
a loyalty oath by recipients of Federal aid under the act. 

The loyalty oath provision was tagged onto the bill from the floor at the last 
moment before passage, with scant debate and little publicity. Since its exist- 
ence has become more widely known, it has been criticized by Arthur S. Flem- 
ming, Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, and by the presidents of 
Harvard, Yale, and Princeton Universities, and Bryn Mawr, Haverford, Swarth- 
more, Bates, Bowdoin, and Colby Colleges. The American Association of Uni- 
versity Professors has called for elimination of the oath, and Bryn Mawr and 
Haverford have refused to participate in the education aid program unless the 
requirement is dropped. 

Senator Kennedy put the reasons for repeal succinctly. He said it would 
not keep out actual members of the Communist Party because they would “have 
no hesitancy about perjuring themselves.” At the same time, he added, it might 
defeat the very purposes of the act by excluding “the most inquiring minds,” by 
repelling nonconformists and dissenters and those who find test oats distasteful 
or who are against them for reasons of conscience. 

Now that it has had time to reconsider what it adopted so hastily, Congress 
should abolish the unnecessary and offending oath. 
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[From the Pittsfield (Mass.) Berkshire Eagle, Feb. 3, 1959] 
EDITORIAL 


It is good to find Senator Kennedy adding his voice to the scattered but 
articulate chorus criticizing the loyalty oath provision of the 1958 National 
Defense Education Act. His statement that the provision is “an unnecessary, 
futile gesture toward the memory of an earlier age” that might defeat the very 
purpose of the education bill by discouraging “the most inquiring minds” is a 
well-phrased indictment of this latest restriction upon academic freedoms. 

Senator Kennedy thus joins a goodly company, including the presidents of 
Harvard, Yale, Princeton, Bryn Mawr, Swarthmore, Haverford, Bates, Bow- 
doin, and Colby. Along with the Association of American Colleges and the 
40,000-member American Association of University Professors, these educa- 
tional leaders have taken the most serious exception to the oath provision, 
which requires any applicant for financial aid under the act to sign a non-Com- 
munist affidavit and swear his allegiance to the United States. 

As Dr. Hugh Borton, president of Haverford, declared 2 weeks ago, filing 
the disclaimer is “tantamount to signing away one’s right to freedom of thought 
as well as endorsing a Government action which makes the individual’s oppor- 
tunity for education contingent upon his personal beliefs.” Dr. Borton’s Penn- 
sylvania Quaker institution will refuse to take part in the program until the 
oath provision is removed, but will make loans to students at comparable rates. 

The academic atmosphere induced by such a provision was the particular 
target of the presidents of the three Maine institutions—Bates, Bowdoin, and 
Colby—who asserted that it would replace ‘a fearless and honest search for 
truth” with “a feeling of hesitancy and fear and a consequent restriction on 
the free inquiry and association that are the heart of academic freedom.” 

Moreover, they noted, to require such an oath solely of young people who are 
studying at institutions of higher learning is invidious, since it implies that 
they are members of a suspect group. 

And, of course, all who have considered the practical side of the matter, apart 
from its vote-winning aspects, agree that the disclaimer does not do what it 
pretends to do: It does not separate the subversives from the loyal citizens. 
For as Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare Arthur S. Flemming ad- 
mitted in a discussion of the Republican-sponsored bill December 15, real sub- 
versives “have no scruples about signing such an affidavit and taking such an 
oath.” 

At the moment there are at least three bills in Congress, introduced by Repub- 
licans as well as Democrats, aimed at excising the loyalty-oath provision from 
the Defense Education Act. It is to be hoped that our representatives in Wash- 
ington will lend their weight to the move before this futile gesture toward the 
memory of an earlier age causes any of the trouble that has been so eloquently 
foreseen. 





{From the Williamson (W. Va.) News, Feb. 11, 1959] 
SHAM SECURITY 


This newspaper never has had much sympathy for the attitude that the man of 
science is a person apart; that because of the type of mind he possesses and the 
work in which he is engaged he should be freed of the fetters of conformity 
which restrain lesser beings. We believe, specifically, that a man can be a 
scientist or an educator and a patriot at the same time, and that the require- 
ments of good ctizenship need not interfere with his work. 

Nevertheless, we agree with those who would strike from the National Defense 
Education Act a requirement that those receiving Federal aid under it take a 
loyalty oath. Leading educators and associations of educators have denounced 
the provison, and at least two institutions, Harvard and Bryn Mawr, have 
declined to participate in the program unless the requirement is dropped. 

In proposing legislation to delete the oath provision, Senator Kennedy, Demo- 
crat of Massachusetts, points out that it might defeat the very purpose of stimu- 
lating scientific progress by excluding some of the most inquiring minds, by 
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repelling nonconformists and dissenters and those who find oaths distasteful or 
who are opposed to them for reasons of conscience. 

This newspaper is not too much impressed by this argument and is inclined to 
suspect that some educators take themselves and their academic freedom a bit 
too seriously. But is is impressed by the other argument of Senator Kennedy 
that the oath provision should be eliminated because the really disloyal would 
have no hesitancy about perjuring themselves. 

The loyalty provision should be dropped—and this goes for labor relations as 
well as for educational aid—not so much because some sensibilities might be 
offended, but because it is worthless as a security measure. 


[From the Asheville (N.C.) Times, Feb. 7, 1959] 
LOYALTY OATH Isn’T HELP TO EDUCATION 


As the new National Defense Education Act goes into full operation, Senator 
Kennedy, of Massachusetts, is moving to divest it of a feature that could limit 
its effectiveness. With the cosponsorship of Senator Clark, of Pennsylvania, 
Kennedy is introducing a bill to repeal a requirement of a loyalty oath by 
recipients of Federal aid under the act. 

The loyalty oath provision was tagged onto the bill from the floor at the last 
moment before passage, with scant debate and little publicity. Since its exist- 
ence has become more widely known, it has been criticized by Arthur S. Flem- 
ming, Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, and by the presidents of 
quite a number of the Nation’s outstanding institutions of higher learning, in- 
cluding Harvard, Yale, and Princeton Universities. 

The American Association of University Professors has called for elimination 
of the oath, and several colleges have refused to participate in the education 
aid program unless the requirement is dropped. 

Senator Kennedy stated the reasons for repeal clearly and forcefully. He 
said it would not keep out actual members of the Communist Party because 
they would have no hesitancy about perjuring themselves. At the same time, 
he added, it might defeat the very purposes of the act by excluding the most 
inquiring minds, by repelling nonconformists and dissenters and those who find 
test oaths distasteful or who are against them for reasons of conscience 

Now that it has had time to reconsider what it adopted so hastily, Congress 
should abolish the unnecessary and offending oath. 


Senator Kennepy. I want to express appreciation to all those who 
came and testified today, as their testimony was illuminating. 

Senator Clark and I and the members of the subcommittee would be 
delighted if any person who is interested in this legislation, either pro 
or con, would appear on May 5. If that date is not satisfactory, the 
members of the subcommittee will adjust their schedule to suit anyone 
who wants to appear. We want to make sure that everyone has an 
—— to speak on this before the committee votes on the legis- 

ation. 

Senator CiarK. I would like to amplify that by saying I am sure 
Senator Kennedy agrees with me that we do not want to confine this 
hearing to proponents of the bill. If there are any opponents who 
wish to be heard, they will be given equal opportunity. 


(Whereupon, at 11:40 a.m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 
on May 5, 1959.) 
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AMENDING LOYALTY PROVISIONS OF NATIONAL 
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TUESDAY, MAY 5, 1959 
U.S. Senate, 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON EpucaTIon, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PuBLic WELFARE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10: 10 a. m., in room 4232, 
New Senate Office Building, Hon. John F. Kennedy presiding. 

Present : Senator Renneke (presiding) member of the committee. 

Also present: Hon. Karl Mundt, U.S. Senator from South Dakota, 
and Hon. Richard Neuberger, U.S. Senator from Oregon. 

Committee staff members present : Stewart E. McClure, chief clerk ; 
John §. Forsythe, general counsel; Raymond Hurley, professional 
staff member. 

Senator Kennepy. The subcommittee will come to order. 

The first witness this morning, in view of the fact that neither Sen- 
ator Mundt, Senator Neuberger, nor Mr. Flemming is present as yet, 
the next witness will be Dr. Courtney Smith, president of Swarthmore 
College, Swarthmore, Pa. 

I would like to welcome you here, Doctor. We are very appreciative 
of your coming down this morning. 


STATEMENT OF COURTNEY SMITH, PRESIDENT OF SWARTHMORE 
COLLEGE, SWARTHMORE, PA. 


Dr. Smirn. I should like to speak in support of S. 819. I feel that 
the National Defense Education Act of 1958 would be a stronger act, 
a more beneficial act in behalf of American education, if title X, sec- 
tion 1001(f) were repealed. 

There are two parts to section 1001(f). Part 2, which I would call 
the loyalty oath of allegiance, Swarthmore College does not find un- 
acceptable, though it does feel that it is unnecessary and undesirable 
in an act to aid education. Part 1, which I would call the disclaimer 
affidavit of belief, seems to me, and to the institution I represent, so 
shortsighted and unwise that Swarthmore College, on the action of 
its board of managers and faculty, has voted not to participate in the 
student loan program of the act unless section 1001 (4) (1) is repealed. 
The college opposes this disclaimer affidavit of belief as being contrary 
See te principles and to the principles of sound education pro- 
cedure. 

Swarthmore College is opposed to the requiring of any commitment 
from students as to belief or disbelief as a condition to their receiving 
loans made in aid of their education. The freedom, privacy, and in- 
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tegrity of individual beliefs is a crucial aspect of America’s consti- 
tutional tradition, and these aspects of belief were precisely what the 
men who wrote the Constitution and the Bill of Rights intended to 
protect. The disclaimer affidavit of belief is negative in spirit, in a 
way which destroys democracy. For surely democracy depends upon 
faith in the individual trusting in one another, the presumption of 
nonguilt until proved otherwise. 

Those who sought the inclusion of section 1001(f) in the act were 
impelled, I should imagine, by the understandable desire to see that 
no Federal funds under this act were transmitted to those who may 
- lieve in the overthrow of the U.S. Government by force or violence 

* by any illegal or unconstitutional methods. And I know of no 
ties ‘ator who would seek Federal funds for those who support. the 
violent overthrow of our Government. But I also know of no one who 
really believes that those who seek the violent overthrow of our Gov- 
ernment would hesitate to swear to this disclaimer and this oath as 
a condition of benefiting under the National Defense Education Act. 
The disclaimer and the oath are, in other words, impractical: they 
would not be effective in discovering those who are genuinely dis- 
loyal, and might in fact lull us into a false sense of security. 

Is not our real question, the fundamental question, the question 
with which those who favor section 1001(f) would surely agree, how 
are strong and capable and constructive citizens produced in a demo- 
cratic society? Section 1001(f) is not, in my judgment as an edu- 
cator, conducive to thisend. The preamble to the act declares the im- 
portance for our Nation of “the fullest development of the mental] re- 
sources and technical skills of its young men and women,” and “the 
discovery and development of new principles, new techniques, and 
new knowledge.” I would declare that these qualities depend now, 
and always have depended, upon the maintenance of freedom in fact 
as well as in theory. As an educational institution Swarthmore Col- 
lege believes that strong citizens in a democratic society are produced 
in an atmosphere of freedom where ideas do not need to be forbidden 
or protected. The college has confidence in its students and in the 
educational process itself, confidence in the efficacy of free inquiry and 
debate to reveal error. 

Section 1001(f) is, therefore, in my opinion, contrary to the intent 
and the spirit of the act asa whole, contrary to any thing I know about 
the proper and effective atmosphere for an institution of learning, 
contrary to traditional American principles. 

Senator Kennepy. A very effective statement, Doctor. 

Could you tell me why you think those who might want to thwart 
the purposes of this legislation might be willing to sign the affidavit ? 
In your statement you say: 






























































































































































But I also know of no one who really believes that those who seek the violent 
overthrow of our Government would hesitate to swear to this disclaimer and this 
oath as a condition of benefiting under the National Defense Education Act. 
The disclaimer and the oath are, in other words, impractical. 


IT am w ondering if a member of the Communist Party would be 
hesitant about signing this? Would it be your opinion that he would 

sign itt 

Dr. Smiru. I think the very nature of his feeling about it would 


give an no hesitancy about signing it. I think his feeling that the 
end justifies the means would encourage him to sign it. 
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Senator Kennepy. The National Science Foundation Act has had 
a similar provision for 8 or 9 years. No prosecutions have arisen 
under that. Do you think that would indicate that it is not very 
useful in protecting the national security ? 

Dr. Smrru. I would think it not useful. In fact, I go beyond that 
and think it would give us a false sense of security which could actually 
damage us. 

Senator Kennepy. I would like to make two points: 

First, I think it would be well for us to make some legal determina- 
tion as to whether someone who professed to believe in the Communist 
beliefs but was not a formal member of the Communist Party would 
be covered by the affidavit. It would seem to be difficult to get a 
conviction under the act, even assuming some responsible parties 
would move to prosecute him. Unless he was a card-carrying member 
of the Communist Party I am not sure the affidavit would apply, even 
in the mind of those who are supporting it strongly. 

The other point, Dr. Smith, deals with your statement that Swarth- 
more College would not accept money unless section 1001(f) (1) is 
repealed. 

Dr. Smrru. I have tried to define the rather strong position of 
refusing to participate in the act until the section is repealed. We 
regard it as unnecessary and undesirable. 

Senator Kennepy. There is nothing objectionable about the oath 
when you solemnly swear or affirm that: 

, do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will bear true faith and 
allegiance to the United States of America and will support and defend the 
Constitution and laws of the United States of America against all its enemies, 
foreign and domestic. 

We take a comparable oath. 

Dr. Smiru. This is the oath which public officeholders take, similar 
to the oaths most of us have taken in getting passports, similar to the 
one which I took in the Navy, but it has no place in education, it 
serves no purpose to show this mistrust of students of the age of 17. 

Senator Kennepy. In addition, it requires the oath only of those 
who mentees to be in need financially and not of the other students. 

Thank you very much. 

The next witness will be Dr. Hugh Borton, president of Haverford 
College, Haverford, Pa. 

Doctor, I am g lad to welcome you. I am sure if Senator Clark 


were here he would be particularly glad to have both you and Dr. 
Smith here. 


STATEMENT OF DR. HUGH BORTON, PRESIDENT, HAVERFORD 
COLLEGE, HAVERFORD, PA. 


Dr. Borron. At the outset I would like to express my appreciation 
for this opportunity to testify on behalf of Senate bill 819 and for the 
elimination of title 10, section 1001, subsection (f) of the National 
Defense Education Act of 1958. I appreciate this opportunity for 
two reasons. In the first place, as a private citizen I am convinced 
that a basic question of principle is involved in this matter. In the 
second place, as an educator I believe the Nation Defense Education 
Act as now written will in fact be more of a hindrance than an aid to 
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higher education in this country. With the revisions contemplated, 
however, it should be a strong force toward achieving its objective of 
the discovery and development of new principles, new techniques and 
new knowledge. 

I need not belabor the fact that freedom of religious beliefs and 
thought, which has long been cherished and was clearly recognized 
by the drafters of our Constitution and its earliest amendments, is an 
essential element of our democracy. In fact, it was largely because 
restrictions had been placed on thought and belief by the governments 
of the countries in which they were living that many of our forefathers 
left England and Europe to settle in the American colonies. It is not 
surprising, therefore, that practices such as thought control and brain- 
washing which unfortunately have become prevalent in other parts 
of the world during the past two decades, are so abhorrent to us. 
Thus my first objection to the act is that it appears to be contrary to 
our basic principle of freedom of thought. The act. assumes that the 
Federal Government has a right to make a person’s belief a condition 
of participation in the use of the funds provided under the act. 

At this point, I should like to make it clear that my opposition 
to the act is in no way indicative of approval of persons who wish to 
overthrow the U.S. Government by force, violence, or any other 
method. My objection is rather to a law which requires a person 
applying for funds under it first to state what he does or does not 
believe. The content of that belief is far less important than the 
principle involved. 

There is clearly another objection to the section in the act requiring 
a disclaimer affidavit. This concerns the wording of the law whereby 
a student applying for a loan under the act must make an expression 
of judgment, not a statement of fact. The applicant is thus open 
at any time in the future to political harrassment or to have criminal 
proceedings started against him because of mistaken judgment on his 
part. Students, even more so than perhaps any other single group, 
cannot be coerced into believing a certain set of beliefs or dogma. The 
greatest assurance we have that their beliefs will conform to those we 
hold sacred is to refrain from placing restrictions upon them or stating 
dogmatically what we believe their beliefs should be. 

In the National Defense Education Act, the Congress has declared 
that the security of the Nation requires the fullest development of 
the resources and skills of our young men and women and demands 
making additional educational opportunities available to them. With 
this purpose I am in complete accord. In fact, these same purposes, 
as well as the methods which should be used to attain them were 


— by William Penn, over two and a half centuries ago, in these 
words: 


If we would preserve our Government we must endear it to the people. To 
do this, besides the necessity of present, just and wise things, we must secure 
the youth: This is not to be done but by the amendment of the way of their 
education and that with all convenient speed and diligence. I say the Govern- 
ment is highly obliged: It is a sort of trustee for the youth of the kingdom: 
who, though now minors, yet will have the Government when we are gone. 


A serious question arises, however, as to whether some of the 
methods advocated by the National Defense Education Act do not, in 
fact, defeat its purpose. Specifically, paragraph (f) of section 1001 
assumes that an applicant for funds under the act may be guilty of 
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disloyalty to his Government or may harbor sinister designs to over- 
throw it. This atmosphere of suspicion, this apparent basic mistrust 
and this indication of a lack of confidence in our young men and 
women may result in their being alienated from our Government 
rather than “securing our youth” as Penn expressed it. Since it is 
the avowed purpose of the act to develop our educational resources and 
to encourage students to continue their studies, such a purpose becomes 
that much more difficult to achieve if we take a negative approach 
toward them. These are the very people upon whom our spiritual, 
intellectual, and physical survival depend. Either we have faith that 
in their search for truth, truth will prevail over evil dogma and vicious 
propaganda or we are admitting that we have already lost faith in 
ourselves and in our youth and the future which is in their hands. 
If we are fearful that our youth should not study or question certain 
ideas because they are evil and may defeat us, we have lost something 
sacred in our tradition. 

Finally, it seems of highly questionable value to attach to the Na- 
tional Defense Education Act provisions which will not achieve their 
purpose of preventing subversives, whether Communist or otherwise, 
from planning to overthrow the Government or being disloyal to it. 
Such persons do not have the slightest objection to signing oaths or 
filing affidavits which they know to be false. In fact, the mere mem- 
bership in a bona fide subversive organization is an assurance that 
they will willingly sign anything so long as it protects them from being 
identified with such a group. In other words, the use of such devices 
as affidavits and loyalty oaths as a means of trying to identify those 
who are disloyal to our Government would seem to be ineffective, to 
say the least. Nothing vital would seem to be lost, therefore, by 
omitting these provisions. 

I should like to turn for a moment to the position taken by Haver- 
ford College toward the use of funds under the National Defense Edu- 
cation Act. In view of the fact that applicants for funds under the 
act are required by section 1001(f) (1) of title X to file a disclaimer 
affidavit and the further fact that active participation in the loan 
program is required by the institutions as well as the Federal Govern- 
ment as provided in title II, section 204, and elsewhere, the college 
considered itself obliged to take its own stand on the question of par- 
ticipation and not leave the matter solely to the discretion of the 
applicant. Consequently, the board of managers, the faculty, and 
the administration of the college decided as a matter of principle not 
to apply for funds under the act. In view of the undergraduate char- 
acter of the college it seemed obvious that those portions of the act most 
likely to be applicable to the college were the provisions for student 
loans. Hence when the college announced, on January 20, 1959, its 
decision not to participate in the program, emphasis was feo on 
the student loan aspect of the act. At that time, I stated that the 
college believed the requirement for filing a disclaimer affidavit was 
tantamount to asking a student to sign away his right to freedom of 
thought as well as endorsing a Federal law which makes the indi- 
vidual’s opportunity for higher education contingent upon his per- 
sonal beliefs. Thus, the college intends to continue to refuse to par- 
ticipate in the program authorized by the act so long as the disclaimer 
affidavit requirement remains a part of that law. 
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While the college did not take a similarly categorical position con- 
cerning retention of subsection (f) (2) of section 1001 which requires 
an oath or affirmation of allegiance to the United States, deletion of 
which is provided for in Senate bill 819, many faculty and board 
members believe that this subsection also weakens the act for the same 


reasons mentioned above. Thus, I am happy to add my support to 
Senate bill 819. 


In closing, I should like to point to the favorable editorial comment 
which was received following the announcement of the position taken 
by us and other colleges. If they have not already been submitted for 
the record of these hearings, I should like to file herewith some of 
these editorials: The Des Moines Tribune editorial entitled “Useless 
Loyalty Oath,” the San Francisco Chronicle editorial of January 29, 
1959, entitled “Colleges Reject Student Loan Act,” the Philadelphia 
Evening bulletin editorial of January 23, 1959, entitled “The Loyalt 
Test,” the Boston Globe editorial of January 23, 1959, called “A Use- 
less Disclaimer,” and the Binghamton (N.Y.) Press editorial of 
February 6, 1959. 

Senator Kennepy. Yes; I would like to have these editorials filed 
at this point. 

(The editorials referred to follow :) 


[From the Philadelphia (Pa.) Evening Bulletin, Jan. 23, 1959] 
THE LOYALTY TEST 


A Quaker devotion to freedom of opinion may be the background for the 
protest of Swarthmore, Haverford, and Bryn Mawr against the requirement of a 
loyalty oath from students who are applicants for Federal loans. But it is not 
necessary to have the point of view of the Society of Friends to object. The 
presidents and the faculties of three Maine colleges—Bate, Colby, and Bow- 
doin—have also registered their protests. 

An inquiry by college authorities into the beliefs of students who are appli- 
cants for higher education runs contrary to our American tradition of freedom. 
If a beginning is made by probing into loyalty, other tests could easily follow. 
The process could end by compelling students to conform in religious and eco- 
nomic views to that of the college, government, and the community. 

The aim of any institution of higher learning in the United States is not to 
promote conformity. 

If a teenage boy or girl has already become a hardened Communist, believing 
in the overthrow of our Government by force and violence, he or she will not 
scruple to take any oath. An affidavit means nothing to them. The require- 
ment is an exercise in futility. 


{From the Boston (Mass.) Evening Globe, Jan. 23, 1959] 
A USELESS DISCLAIMER 


The refusal of Bryn Mawr and Haverford Colleges to accept student loans 
under the National Defense Act of 1958 because of the oaths required by the law, 
should help focus attention on the senselessness of the so-called “disclaimer.” 
The act requires not only an oath of allegiance to the country, which the col- 
leges do not oppose, but also an affidavit swearing the applicant does not believe 
in the violent overthrow of the United States Government. 

The presidents of three Main colleges also have expressed their opposition 
to the disclaimer. Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare Arthur S. 
Flemming has declared it his opinion that persons who seek the overthrow of the 
United States Government by force or unconstitutional means “would have no 
seruples about signing such an affidavit and taking such an oath.” The logic 
seems cogent enough. The result is that the affidavit fails to achieve the pur- 
pose for which it was intended. 
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On the other hand, the insistence on it affends countless educators who feel 
that any system that hinges benefits on the beliefs of the applicants is open to 
endless abuse and in the case of student loans impinges on the sensitive area of 
academic freedom. The affidavit ends up a laughing matter, all Government 
oaths are brought into disrespect, and the prestige, accorded our own aitirma- 
tions of belief in the strength of freedom, is lowered. 

it would make as much sense for the Government to require such affidavits 
from welfare recipients and officers of companies doing business with the Gov- 
ernment. The practice falls of its own weight and achieves nothing. 


(From the Binghamton (N.Y.) Press, Feb. 6, 1959] 
FEDERAL STUDENT LOANS POPULAR 


Federally supported student loans, under the National Defense Education 
Act of 1958, are popular among students, not so popular among college teachers 
and administrators. Harpur College receives a $5,026 allotment. 

The national program launched this week with a $6 million allotment is due 
to be greatly expanded. Congress will receive a supplemental appropriations 
bill, asking among other funds, an additional $25 million for student loans, 
$4,500,000 for more graduate fellowships, and an additional $37 million for pur- 
chase of equipment to improve science, mathematics, and foreign language 
instruction. 

Each college must put up $1 for every Federal $9 received for the student loan 
program. A student may borrow up to $1,000 an academic year on his signature 
up toa limit of $5,000 for his college career. 

The borrower starts repaying the loan 1 year after he or she stops attending 
college on a full-time basis. The repayment period is 10 years, and the interest 
rate is 3 percent levied only after repayment begins. 

Generating heat on campuses is a provision requiring a disclaimer of sub- 
versive activities. Dr. Hugh Borton, president of Haverford, recentiy announced 
that his administration felt that to file the disclaimer would be “tantamount 
to signing away one’s right to freedom of thought as well as endorsing a Gov- 
ernment action which makes the individual’s opportunity for education con- 
tingent upon his personal beliefs.” 

The Association of American Colleges has joined the 40,000-member American 
Association of University Professors in protest, and individual complaints have 
been addressed to Arthur C. Flemming, Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. 

Protesting are the presidents of Yale, Harvard, Princeton, and Wisconsin 
among others. Flemming himself has said that the disclaimer would do little 
or no good, inasmuch as real subversives “have no scruples about signing such 
an affidavit and taking such an oath.” 


[From the Des Moines (Iowa) Tribune] 
Use.tess LOYALTY OATH 


Bryn Mawr and Haverford Colleges in Pennsylvania have announced they 
will refuse to participate in the new Federal loan program for college students 
unless the requirement that applicants sign a non-Communist affidavit is re 
moved from the law. A third school—Swarthmore—is giving serious consider- 
ation to boycotting the program. 

These protests are part of a growing concern over the affidavit requirement. 
The Association of American Colleges and the American Association of Univer- 
sity Professors have urged its repeal. The presidents of Yale, Princeton, and 
Harvard recently wrote to Arthur 8. Flemming, Secretary of Health, Education 
and Welfare, condemning the requirement. Yale’s Dr. A. Whitney Griswold de- 
nounced the oath as “at best odious, at worst a potential threat to our pro- 
fession.” 

The applicant for a loan under the program must swear that he “does not 
believe in, and is not a member of and does not support any organization that 
believes in or teachers the overthrow of the U.S. Government by force of vio- 
lence or by any illegal or unconstitutional means.” Critics have pointed out 
that no organizations are named and the word “support” is nowhere defined. 
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Secretary Flemming declared last month that the loyalty oath “will make it 
necessary for educators and students to go through a procedure that results in 
unnecessary expenditures on the part of the Government without making a con- 
tribution to national security.” 

Congress adopted the provision last year after scarcely any deliberation or 
discussion. It should lose little time at this session in repealing this useless 
oath. 





{From the San Francisco (Calif.) Chronicle, Jan. 29, 1959] 
CoLLEGES REJECT STUDENT IOAN AcT 


A provision of the National Education Act of 1958, under which applicants 
for student loans are required to sign a non-Communist affidavit as well as an 
oath of allegiance, has come under heavy and widespread attack in academic 
circles. 

The Association of American Colleges and the American Association of Uni- 
versity Professors (membership 40,000) have both called for its repeal. Six 
colleges in Maine and Pennsylvania have asked for its immediate elimination, 
and two of these—Bryn Mawr and Haverford—are refusing to apply for loans 
under this provision. In addition to these, Swarthmore in Pennsylvania, and 
Bates, Bowdoin, and Colby in Maine, have come forward with denunciation of 
the affidavit and a call for its repeal at the earliest opportunity. 

Nowhere in this formidable array of opposition is there objection to the oath 
of allegiance. Such an oath, it is conceded, is a necessary accompaniment of 
citizenship and a government’s right to ask it is beyond dispute. The sturdy 
resistance is confined to the requirement for a non-Communist affidavit or dis- 
claimer. 

This requirement is properly denounced as a restriction upon free inquiry 
and association; it is tantamount to a demand that the student sign away his 
right to freedom of thought; it is a direct and serious threat to academic 
freedom. 

Like other special oaths of similar intent, it is worse than useless. It has 
no deterrent effect, whatever, upon a dedicated Communist whose code of morals 
confers no respect upon an oath. On the other hand, it tends in this instance 
to the ironic end of foreclosing a needy student with Communist leanings or 
associations from the very education in American ideals and ideology that would 
lead him away from such leanings and associations. 

Haverford, one of the colleges which will not apply for loans which require 
the disclaimer, has taken steps to prevent hardship for students thus deprived 
of needed assistance. The act makes available loans of $1,000 a year for 5 
years with interest at 3 percent—principal and interest to be repaid in 10 years 
after the student leaves school. Haverford will make student loans on identical 
terms. All other colleges ought, wherever possible, offer similar arrangements 
to students who cannot conscientiously sign the required disclaimer. 

Meanwhile, Congress ought to act speedily to repeal a provision that is so 
offensive to American educational ideals. 


Senator Kennepy. In your statement you say : 


There is clearly another objection to the section in the act requiring a dis- 
claimer affidavit. This concerns the wording of the law whereby a student 
applying for a loan under the act must make an expression of judgment, not a 
statement of fact. 


In looking over the affidavit, it really says these words, which are 
of uncertain definition : 


I solemnly swear that I do not believe in an organization that believes in 
the overthrow of the Government by illegal methods. 
There are other, words, but I would like to call your attention par- 
ticularly to the words “belief in an organization that believes in the 
overthrow of the Government by illegal methods.” That is extremely 
vague for an affidavit. 
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Dr. Borron. The judgment aspect comes in, it seems to me, where 
the applicant has to decide what the organization believes in plus what 
he himself believes in. 

Senator Kennepy. He has to determine his own beliefs, the organ- 
ization’s beliefs and also what constitutes illegal methods. None of 
these are clearly defined in the law. 

Dr. Borron. That is correct. 

Senator Kennepy. That is very helpful, Doctor. Many thanks, 
indeed, for your statement. 

The next witness will be the Hon. Arthur S. Flemming, Secretary 
of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

_Mr. Secretary, I have a letter here from Phillip E. Hughes, As- 
sistant Director for Legislative Reference of the Bureau of the 
Budget. Do you have a copy of that? 

Mr. Fiemmina. Yes. 
Senator Krennepy. It will be placed in the record at the end of 
your testimony. (See p. 86.) 


STATEMENT OF HON. ARTHUR S. FLEMMING, SECRETARY, DEPART- 
MENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 


Mr. Fiemminc. I am very hapy to appear in support of S. 819. 
I have prepared a letter to the chairman of the committee setting 
forth our reasons for the support of the bill and with your permission 
I would like to read that letter. 

Senator Kennepy. Of course. 

Mr. Fiemminea. This letter is in response to your request of Feb- 
ruary 5, 1959, for a report on S. 819, a bill to amend the National 
Defense Education Act of 1958 in order to repeal certain provisions 
requiring affidavits of loyalty and allegiance. 

The bill would strike section 1001(f) of the National Defense Edu- 
cation Act of 1958, thereby eliminating the requirement that an in- 
dividual who receives payments or loans under the act (1) execute 
and file with the Commissioner of Education an affidavit that he does 
not believe in, and does not belong to or support any organization 
that believes in or teaches, the illegal overthrow of the Government, 
and (2) take an oath of allegiance to the United States. 

I believe that the provisions should be repealed for the following 
reasons: 

1. Persons responsible for the administration of this act would 
have been able to deny funds to persons who were identified as per- 
sons who themselves believe in, or who belong to or support organi- 
zations that believe in or teach, the overthrow of the Government 
by force or violence, even though this provision had never been in- 
serted. It is clear that such persons are not entitled to and should 
not receive funds from the U.S. Government under the provisions 
of this act. 

2. Requiring persons who receive funds under this act to sign an 
affidavit and an oath of allegiance will not uncover or deter any 
persons who themselves believe in, or who belong to organizations 
that believe in, or teach, the overthrow of the Government by force 
or violence. Such persons have no scruples about signing such an 
affidavit and taking such an oath. 
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3. The inclusion of this requirement in the National Defense Edu- 
cation Act singles out educators and students for special treatment 
without. ms vking a contribution to national security. 

It has been alleged that this provision can make a contribution 
to our internal security in that if a person who advocates the over- 
throw of our Government by force or violence signs this affidavit, he 
can then be prosecuted for perjury. I believe that, if a person re- 
ceiving assistance under this act is identified as a person who is in 
violation of our internal security laws, he should be prosecuted im- 
mediately under the laws designed directly and specifically for such 
offenses. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection 
to the submission of this report to your committee. 

Then, as you have indicated, Mr. Chairman, the Assistant Director 
for Legislative Reference of the Bureau of the Budget has ad- 
dressed a letter to the chairman of the committee in which he 
concludes by saying, “For these reasons we concur with the Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare in recommending approval 


of S. 819,” and I would be very happy to have that letter inserted 
at this point in the record. 


Senator Kennepy. Without objection, this will be done. 
(The letter referred to follows:) 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., May 5, 1959. 
Hon. Lister HILL, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CuHatRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of February 5, 1959, 
requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 819, a bill to amend the 
National Defense Education Act of 1958 in order to repeal certain provisions 
requiring affidavits of loyalty and allegiance. 

This bill would repeal section 1001(f) of the National Defense Education 
Act, which provides that no funds available for expenditure under the act shall 
be used for payments or loans to any individual unless such individual (1) has 
executed and filed with the Commissioner of Education an affidavit that he does 
not believe in and does not belong to or support any organization that believes 
in or teaches the illegal overthrow of the U.S. Government, and (2) has taken 
an oath of allegiance to the United States. 

We do not believe that the section 1001(f) requirement is an effective method 
of preventing disloyal individuals from receiving payments under the act. Those 
persons whom the requirement is designed to reach would, in our view, have 
little or no hesitancy in signing the oath and affidavit. 

In addition, the requirement appears to single out a special group—teachers 
and students—as objects of particular suspicion as to their loyalty to the United 
States, a suspicion which we do not think is warranted and which a large part of 
our educational community finds repugnant. 

For 9 years an identical oath and affidavit have been required of scholarship 
and fellowship recipients under the National Science Foundation Act of 1950. 
We understand that there have been no prosecutions under the provisions of that 
act. This suggests that such a requirement in the context of the National 
Science Foundation’s scholarship and fellowship programs and the National 
Defense Education Act does not make contribution to national security. 

For these reasons we concur with the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare in recommending approval of S. 819. 

Sincerely yours, 


PuILurr 8. HuGHEs, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 
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Senator Kennepy. I wonder if it would be possible for someone in 
your legal staff to supplement this statement that you make: 


I believe that, if a person receiving assistance under this act is identified as 
a person who is in violation of our internal security laws, he should be prose- 
cuted immediately under the laws designed directly and specifically for such 
offenses. 


I gather you think this provision is really redundant and I think 
it would be helpful if we could clearly show what are the present 
protections available by law to the United States and how this par- 
ticular provision does not provide additional protection. 

Mr. Ftemmine. I weal be very happy to insert at this point in the 
record a statement prepared by our legal division. 

(The supplementary statement referred to follows :) 


OFFICE MEMORANDUM 
May 6, 1959. 
To: The Secretary. 
From: Parke M. Banta, General Counsel. 
Subject: List of principal Federal laws designed to control subversive activity 
within the United States. 


The following list has been prepared in response to Senator Kennedy’s request 
of May 5, made in the course of your testimony on S. 819 before the Subcommittee 
on Education of the Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. In view of 
the purpose for which it was requested, the list was compiled without reference 
to those laws relating solely to Government employees, or to those solely limiting 
the use of designated Government funds. 

Because of the responsibilities and special competence of the Department of 
Justice in this area, we have not ventured to describe the laws included herein, 
beyond the briefest summary of their general purport. 

1. The Smith Act (18 U.S.C. 2385) makes criminal the commission of, or the 
conspiring to commit, any one of three acts: () advocating or teaching the 
propriety of overthrowing the Federal Government or the government of any 
State, by force or violence; (2) knowingly participating in any of the steps 
connected with the publication and distribution of written material advocating 
or teaching the propriety of overthrowing any such government; and (3) organ- 
izing any group, or knowingly become a member of any group, that advocates, 
teaches, or encourages the violet overthrow of such government. 

2. The McCormack Act of 1938 (22 U.S.C. 611-621) requires, inter alia, the 
registration of most classes of persons acting as agents of foreign governments. 
A closely related enactment is contained in title 50 United States Code, section 
851; this requires the registration of persons having knowledge of or trained in 
the espionage, counterespionage, or sabotage services of a foreign government 
or political party. 

3. The Voorhis Anti-Propaganda Act (18 U.S.C. 2384) requires registration 
with the Attorney General of organizations engaging in a specified class of 
activities potentially or currently inimical to the maintenance of our form of 
Government. 

4. The Internal Security Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 987), which contains— 

(a) The Subversive Activities Control Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. 781-826) 
which (1) creates a Subversive Activities Control Board; (2) requires the 
registration of Communist organizations, and denies nonelective Federal 
employment to members of such organizations; (3) denies passports to 
members of Communist organizations; (4) limits the disclosure of classified 
information to subversives; and (5) makes it unlawful to agree to perform 
any act that would substantially contribute toward the establishment in the 
United States of a “totalitarian” (i.e., one-party) government controlled by 
a foreign power; and 

(vb) The Emergency Detention Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. 811-826), which 
authorizes the Attorney General, under certain conditions of emergency 
posing an extreme threat to the Government, to detain persons believed 
likely to engage in espionage or sabotage. 

5. The Communist Control Act of 1954 (see particularly 50 U.S.C. 842-845) 
withdraws all rights hitherto conferred on the Communist Party by Federal 
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law, and makes members of the Party and of organizations seeking the violent 
overthrow of the Government subject to the provisions and penalties of the 
Internal Security Act of 1950, supra. 

6. Miscellaneous special purpose enactments: 

(a) Title 18, United States Code, sections 2381, 2382, 2388, 2384, forbid 
treason, misprision of treason, rebellion or insurrection and the inciting of 
them, and seditious conspiracy (i.e., conspiring to overthrow the Govern- 
ment by force), respectively. 

(b) Title 18, United States Code, sections 2387, 2388, 2389, make criminal 
Subversive activities in the Armed Forces, and the recruiting of soldiers 
within the United States to fight against it. 

(c) Title 8, United States Code, section 1182(a) (28) and section 1327, 
exclude from immigrating to the United States, aliens affiliated with the 
Communist Party and other totalitarian groups, and make criminal the as- 
sisting of such aliens to enter. 

(d) Title 18, United States Code, section 371 is the general conspiracy 
statute under which conspiracy to commit any criminal offense listed in this 
memorandum may be punished. 

Senator Kennepy. The Bureau of the Budget also comes out 
against this provision in the National Science Foundation Act, mak- 
ing the point that no prosecutions have arisen under the act in the 
last 8 or 9 years and it is not helpful there either. That is not in- 
volved in this particular matter but is probably something we might 
look into in considering this. 

Mr. Fiemmine. I think that is right. 

Senator Kennepy. You have not taken a position on that? 

Mr. FLtemmine. No, that has not been placed before us, but certainly 
I would feel that the same line of reasoning I have used in favoring 
S. 819 would apply to that situation. 

Senator Kennepy. The statement reflects the administration view- 
point on this matter ? 

Mr. Fiemmine. That is correct. We are told the Bureau of the 
Budget sees no objection to the submission of the report to the com- 
mittee and they, of course, are reflecting the views of the administra- 
tion. In addition to that, you have an affirmative letter from the Di- 
rector of the Budget. 

Senator Kennepy. Thank you. 

Mr. Fiemmine. I was very happy to appear in support of the bill. 

Senator Kennepy. The next witness this morning is Dr. William 
P. Fidler, general secretary of the American Association of Univer- 
sity Professors. 


STATEMENT OF DR. WILLIAM P. FIDLER, GENERAL SECRETARY, 
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS 


Dr. Finer. Senator Kennedy, I have a prepared statement here 
which I would like inserted in the record and I would like to read a 
few paragraphs from it, if I may. 

Senator Kennepy. Fine, Doctor. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WIELIAM P. FIDLER, GENERAL SECRETARY OF THE AMERICAN ASSO- 
CIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS 


My name is William P. Fidler. I am the general secretary of the American 
Association of University Professors and hence that organization’s administra- 


tive officer. The association’s office is at 1785 Massachusetts Avenue NW. in this 
city. 
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At the outset allow me to express the gratitude of the association for this 
opportunity to assist a subcommittee of the U.S. Senate in its consideration of 
an important legis.ative question. 

The American Association of University Professors has a membership of more 
than 41,000 college and university teachers. Most of these teachers are also 
members of a local chapter at their own institution; these chapters number 585. 
The general governance of the association is in the hands of a council of 38 per- 
sons elected by the membership from 10 geographical areas. At our annual 
meetings, the most recent of which was held 10 days ago in Pittsburgh, matters 
of important business, including the adoption of resolutions, are voted upon by 
the membership, chiefly represented by chapter delegates. 

On November 1, 1958, President Bentley Glass of the association and I, in a 
letter addressed to the members of the 85th Congress Senate Committee on Labor 
and Publie Welfare and the House Committee on Education and Labor, stated 
our objections to section 1001(f) (1) of the National Defense Education Act of 
1958, the disclaimer affidavit requirement. Subsequently we received the ap- 
proval of our council and our annual meetings. In December 1958, a copy of this 
letter of objection was sent to all Members of the incoming 86th Congress. 

Our letter has been introduced into the Congressional Record (February 16, 
1959, pp. 2150-2151) and I need only summirize the chief grounds of objection. 
They are: 

1. Our belief that it is a denial of due process of law to compel an individual to 
gage his conduct by such vague criteria, when criminal liability may turn on 
his action. 

2. Our grave doubts as to the constitutionality of a provision which may in- 
fringe upon the first amendment protection of freedom of belief and association. 

3. Our repugnance against test oaths of any kind. 

4. Our particular objection, as educators, to being singled out and being re- 
quired to testify that we are not disloyal. 

In further explanation of the association’s position, I now have three main 
points to make, each of which I believe is pertinent to the deliberations of the 
Subeommittee on Education: 

First. Reaction to the association’s position has been ample and favorable. 
One hundred and twelve of our chapters have formally voted their support; 
of these, 47 have informed the U.S. Senators and Representatives from their 
areas of their position; only 3 chapters have withheld support. Subsequent to 
the association’s letter of November 1, 1958, 24 colleges and universities have 
through their presidents or governing boards officially opposed the disclaimer 
affidavit requirement, and 9 institutions have withdrawn in whole or in part 
from participating in the loan and fellowship programs of the act. Five other 
major educational associations have also taken a stand in opposition. 

In the Congress, 51 Senators and 113 Representatives have acknowledged re- 
ceipt of our letter and many of the replies have given considered attention to the 
merits of our position. The subcommtitee, of course, knows of the speeches 
which have been made on this issue by several distinguished Senators and 
Representatives and of the nine bills which have been introduced to eliminate 
the requirement. Finally, in respect to reaction, you are aware of the position 
taken by Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare Arthur S. Flemming. 

It is the opinion of the association that the volume of the expressed opinion 
in educational circles, and the virtual unanimity of that opinion, offers a clear 
indication that the disclaimer requirement should be repealed. We note with 
Satisfaction the numerous expressions of agreement with this opinion in the 
Congress itself and the position taken by the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. 

Second. The association does not ask elimination of 1001(f)(2), the re 
quirement of a positive oath of loyalty to the United States of America. Al- 
though no specific association policy statement exists to guide me, I believe 
that I can present the position of our members with fair accuracy: 

(1) The great majority feel that a positive oath of loyalty is an entirely 
proper requirement to place upon the citizens of the country; its presence in 
any particular act is for the discretion of the Government. 

(2) A small group perhaps regard the taking of such an oath as a privilege of 
so high an order that they would prefer to see it attached only to assumption 
of offices of explicit trust, such as Government civil posts and commissions in 
the military forces. Parenthetically and quite personally, as an officer of the 
U.S. Naval Reserve, this is my own view. 
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(3) Some members, a few chapters, and a few institutions perhaps object 
to the positive oath of loyalty because of a general—often religious—objection 
to oaths of all kinds. But this is a special kind of objection which I do not 
believe central to the issue now before the subcommittee. 

Mr. Chairman, the fact that the association offers no objection to the positive 
oath of loyalty should, I think, completely dispose of the occasional loose 
charges of opening the door to unpatriotism which have been heard or printed. 
Mr. Chairman, to the degree that one person may speak from the vantage point 
of a whole lifetime in education, I offer you assurance that the college teachers 
of this country are as devoted to the Nation’s interests as any group of 
Americans. ; 

Third and last. Time and again this question has been put to me: Why 
should a person who receives money raised by taxes from loyal Americans 
refuse to declare himself free of disloyalty? Or, in practical terms, why should 
not the sword of perjury prosecution be hung over the heards of disloyal liars? 

Mr. Chairman, I would be forced to agree that this is not a bad idea if the 
requirement directly and exclusively affected only persons of the kind aimed at, 
But the requirement does not do this and cannot because it is a bad and con-- 
fused means to an end. It is a shotgun blast discharged into a crowd in the 
hope of bringing down guilty persons. That is no kind of law to have. Please 
note that the requirement involves— 

1. Membership in an organization that believes in bad things. How does one 
prove organizational belief except in the court of history? 

2. Or suppose that the organization does believe in bad things as proved by 
its bad actions—the requirement is still not clear because the person concerned 
is not only asked about membership but is also asked to say he does not believe 
in or support the bad organization. 

What I have just said sounds like nonsense, and I am afraid it is just that. 
But it is forced upon me by the essential looseness and confusion of the lan- 
guage of the disclaimer affidavit. Gentlemen, we may have emerged from the 
crisis phase of chauvinism but I am afraid we still have with us the statutory 
aftermath. 

Can you imagine, Mr. Chairman, the situation when an 18-year-old sophomore 
majoring in poultry breeding asks his dean, formerly a teacher of Scandinavian 
history, to tell him what “belief” and “support” mean and to what list of 
organizations he should refer? The embarrassment and bewilderment which 
will arise is not the best atmosphere in which to conduct education, quite apart 
from the administrative uncertainty which is likely to result. 

Lastly, Mr. Chairman, I respectfully urge the subcommittee to consider how 
totally absent is the evidence justifying a special testing of the students and 
teachers of this country. History informs us that the Founding Fathers were, 
like other progenitors of nations, men of courage and loyalty but that they were 
different from nearly all other founding groups in their personal intellectual 
eminence and in their respect for learning. I leave to your imagination what the 
attitude of a Washington, a Jefferson, a Hamilton, Franklin, or Adams would be 
toward this disclaimer affidavit requirement. 

I conclude this statement, Mr. Chairman, by noting that there are attached to 
it in an appendix the text of the November 1, 1958, letter by the association offi- 
cers and the resolution adopted by the membership assembled in the annual 
meeting on April 25, 1959. 


(The letter referred to appears on p. 57.) 
(The resolution follows:) 
Resolution of April 25, 1959 


The resolution which follows was adopted by vote of the annual meeting of 
the American Association of University Professors, in Pittsburgh, on April 25, 
1959 : 


“National Defense Education Act, Disclaimer Affidavit Requirement 


“The 45th annual meeting of the American Association of University Profes- 
sors, while grateful for the concern of Congress with the welfare of higher edu- 
eation, as expressed in the National Defense Education Act, wishes to record 
its objection to the disclaimer affidavit requirement in section 1001(f), title X, 
of that act. This act requires that any individual, including students, who 
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benefit under the National Defense Education Act, shall not receive payment 
unless he has ‘executed and filed with the Commissioner [of Education] an 
affidavit that he does not believe in, and is not a member of and does not sup- 
port any organization that believes in or teaches the overthrow of the United 
States Government by force or violence or by any illegal or unconstitutional 
methods.’ Like all test oaths this oath is repugnant to the American tradi- 
tion; it vaguely and improperly inquires into persons’ beliefs; and it invidiously 
singles out for attention the academic community, thus casting doubt upon the 
integrity of an honorable and respected segment of the American public. When 
it considers that truly subversive persons will sign such an oath, and that many 
highly principled persons, whose participation in the National Defense Educa- 
tion Act would benefit the Nation, may refuse to sign it, this annual meeting 
particularly deplores the effort and money required for the administration of a 
provision which cannot be expected to accomplish the purpose for which it was 
intended, and which must help to defeat the purpose of the act as a whole. 

“The 45th annual meeting wishes further to express its appreciation to the 
many members, chapters, and regional conferences of the American Associa- 
tion of University Professors who have publicly voiced their opposition to this 
requirement. It commends those institutions which have publicly stated their 
opposition, particularly those which have chosen not to participate in the bene- 
fits of the National Defense Education Act until this objectionable requirement 
is removed. This annual meeting notes with gratification, also, the number of 
bills introduced into both Houses of Congress expressly intended to repeal this 
section of the act, and it urges appropriate action upon the members of both 
the Senate and the House of Representatives.” 

Dr. Frpter. At the outset, allow me to express the gratitude of the 
association for this opportunity to assist a subcommittee of the U.S. 
Senate in the consideration of an important legislative question. 

The association that I represent submitted a letter outlining its 
position in reference to the disclaimer affidavit to the Members of 
the 86th Congress last November. This letter has been inserted in 
the Congressional Record of February 16, 1959, and I should now 
like to summarize the chief grounds of our objection. 

First, our belief that it is a denial of due process of Jaw to compel 
an individual to gage his conduct by such vague criteria, when crim- 
inal liability may turn on his action. 

Second, our grave doubts as to the constitutionality of a provision 
which may infringe upon the first amendment protection of freedom 
of belief and association. 

Third, our repugnance against test oaths of any kind. 

Fourth, our particular objection as educators to being singled out 
and being required to testify that we are not disloyal. 

In further explanation of the association’s position, I now have 
three main points to make, each of which I believe is pertinent to the 
deliberations of the Subcommittee on Education: 

First, reaction to the association’s position has been ample and 
favorable, and I shall not summarize the facts that are in my state- 
ment at this point. 

It is the opinion of the association that the volume of the expressed 
opinion in educational circles, and the virtual unanimity of that opin- 
ion, offers a clear indication that the disclaimer requirement should 
be repealed. We note with satisfaction the numerous expressions of 
agreement with this opinion in the Congress itself and the position 
taken by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Second, the association does not ask elimination of 1001(f) (2), the 
requirement of a positive oath of loyalty to the United States of 
America. Although no specific association policy statement exists to 
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guide me, I believe that I can present the position of our members 
with fair accuracy: 

(1) The great majority feel that a positive oath of loyalty is an 
entirely proper requirement to place upon the citizens of the country; 
its presence in any particular act is for the discretion of the Govern- 
ment. 

(2) A small group perhaps regard the taking of such an oath as 
a privilege of so high an order that they would prefer to see it 
attached only to assumption of offices of explicit trust, such as Gov- 
ernment civil posts and commissions in the military forces. Paren- 
thetically and quite personally, as an officer of the U.S. Naval Reserve, 
this is my own view. 

(3) Some members, a few chapters, and a few institutions perhaps 
object to the positive oath of loyalty because of a general, often reli- 
gious, objection to oaths of all kinds. But this is a special kind of 
objection which I do not believe central to the issue now before the 
subcommittee. 

The fact that the association offers no objection to the positive oath 
of loyalty should, I think, completely dispose of the occasional loose 
charges of opening the door to unpatriotism which have been heard 
or printed. Mr. Chairman, to the degree that one person may speak 
from the vantage point of a whole lifetime in education, I offer you 
assurance that the college teachers of this country are as devoted to 
the Nation’s interests as any other group of Americans. 

Third and last, time and again this question has been put to me: 
Why should a person who receives money raised by taxes from loyal 
Americans refuse to declare himself free of disloyalty? Or, in prac- 
tical terms, why should not the sword of perjury prosecution be hung 
over the heads of disloyal liars ? 

Senator Kennedy, I would be forced to agree that this is not a bad 
idea if the requirement directly and exclusively affected only persons 
of the kind aimed at. But the requirement does not do this and can- 
not because it is a bad and confused means to an end. It is a shot- 
gun blast discharged into a crowd in the hope of bringing down 
guilty persons. That is no kind of law to have. Please note that the 
requirement involves: 

(1) Membership in an organization that believes in bad things. 
How does one prove organizational belief except in the court of 
history ? 

(2) Or suppose that the organization does believe in bad things as 
proved by its bad actions—the requirement is still not clear because 
the person concerned is not only asked about membership but is also 
asked to say that he does not believe in, or support, the bad organi- 
zation. 

What I have just said sounds like nonsense, and I am afraid it is 
just that. But it is forced upon me by the essential looseness and con- 
fusion of the language of the disclaimer affidavit. Gentlemen, we 
may have emerged from the crisis phase of chauvinism but I am afraid 
we still have with us the statutory aftermath. 

Can you imagine, Mr. Chairman, the situation when an 18-year-old 
sophomore majoring in poultry breeding asks his dean, formerly a 
teacher of Scandinavian history, to tell him what belief and support 
mean and to what list of organizations he should refer? The embar- 
rassment and bewilderment which will arise is not the best atmosphere 
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in which to conduct education, quite apart from the administrative 
uncertainty which is likely to result. 

Lastly, Mr. Chairman, I respectfully urge the subcommittee to con- 
sider how totally absent is the evidence justifying a special testing 
of the students and teachers of this country. History informs us that 
the Founding Fathers were, like other progenitors of nations, men 
of courage and loyalty but that they were different from nearly all 
other founding groups in their personal intellectual eminence and in 
their respect for learning. I leave to your imagination what the atti- 
tude of a Washington, a Jefferson, a Hamilton, Franklin, or Adams 
would be toward this disclaimer affidavit requirement. 

I conclude this statement, Mr. Chairman, by noting that there are 
attached to it in an appendix the text of the November 1, 1958, letter 
by the association oflicers and the resolution adopted by the member- 
ship assembled in the annual meeting on April 25, 1959. 

Senator Kennepvy. Thank you very much, Doctor. I thought that 
was an excellent statement. 

I think it would be helpful if the staff would study the Wieman 
v. Updegraff case, which is referred to in the appendix to your state- 
ment. It may serve to shed some light upon the constitutionality 
of the provision. 

IT want to thank you very much. 

The next witness is the Honorable Richard L. Neuberger, United 
States Senator from Oregon. 

Senator Nreusercer. Thank you, Mr. Chatrman. 

Senator Kennepy. I want to thank you for coming here this morn- 
ing. We are delighted to hear from you, in view of your long-time 
interest in matters of this nature. 

I know that Senator Clark and members of the committee will be 
glad to hear your views upon this bill. 


STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, U.S. SENATOR FROM 
OREGON 


Senator Neupercer. You are very kind, Mr. Chairman. I appre- 
ciate the opportunity to testify this morning in support of S. 819, 
of which I think Senator Clark is cosponsor, which would repeal 
section 1001(f) of title X of the National Defense Education Act 
passed by Congress last year. 

The National Defense Education Act of 1958 represents a signifi- 
cant attempt to utilize more effectively our human resources. It is 
generally regarded by educators as a landmark in efforts to develop 
an educational system adequate to meet the test of these times. Its 
prospects for success are apparent in the intial enthusiastic response 
[ administrators, teachers, and students desiring to take advantage 
of the law’s provisions. 

But the beneficial aspects of this program are marred by section 
1001(f) of the law. This subsection provides that no funds made 
available under the act shall be paid or loaned to any person unless 
he has (1) executed and filed an affidavit that he does not believe in, 
and is not a member of and does not support any subversive organi- 
zation, and (2) has taken an oath of allegiance to the United States. 

I believe that there exist 10 sound reasons why the language of this 
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subsection should be stricken from the National Defense Education 
Act. 

The provisions of subsection 1001 (f)— 

1. Discriminate against teachers and students by singling these per- 
sons out as special objects of suspicion. The Federal Government 
has paid out millions of dollars to farmers, businessmen, and veterans 
without imposing a similar test. There is no basis in fact for be- 
lieving that teachers and students are less loyal. 

2. Will not accomplish the purpose which is said to justify their 
existence. Prevention of use of Federal funds by persons committed 
to the overthrow of this Government. No Communist agent or party 
worker would hesitate to sign the affidavit or swear to the oath. The 
threat of punishment for perjury is an empty gesture. Enforcement 
of the language of subsection 1001(f) may supply the illusion of 
security but it cannot “ti the reality. 

3. Are contrary to the traditions and philosophy of American edu- 
cation. The spirit of free inquiry, unhampered by efforts to impose a 
particular philosophy, is part of the heritage of our educational sys- 
tem. The requirements of subsection 1001 (f) substitute a test of con- 
formity for need and ability. 

4. Tend to defeat the incentive features of the act which were de- 
signed to assure that no student of talent will be denied an opportu- 
nity for higher education because of lack of funds. A number of col- 
leges and universities have already indicated that they will not make 
use of Federal moneys offered through the National Defense Educa- 
tion Act if the double declaration of loyalty is retained. Student 
groups have anuounced that they will boycott the special programs 
offered if reqiured to comply with an obnoxious test oath. 

5. Fail to provide policies or moneys for policing and do not take 
account of the fact that implementation would require burdensome 
and costly procedures which would result in no compensatory contri- 
bution to our national security. 

6. Discourage employment of foreign teachers who might signifi- 
cantly aid in achievement of goals, such as an increase in the number 
of persons trained in modern foreign languages, which the act seeks 
to realize. Teachers from other countries, of course, could not take an 
oath in which they swore loyalty to the United States, and would 
hence be barred from assisting in the implementation of the program, 
no matter how effective their contribution might be. 

7. Are vague and ambiguous, leaving the possibility that a student 
or teacher may unwittingly perjure iinet in connection with the 
disclaimer affidavit due to the lack of guidance provided by the 
statute. 

8. Are odious in that if a person signs or swears, he give tacit 
recognition to the premise that he and others of his profession are 
suspect, and if he declines to sign or swear, he arouses suspicion that 
he is not to be accorded full confidence. The requirements ignore the 
presumption of innocence until proof is provided to indicate guilt, and 
demand that each person swear to his innocence before a crime has 
been eer considered, or proved. 

9. Involve legal questions which cast doubt on the constitutionality 
of the disclaimer affidavit. The American Association of University 
Professors has pointed out that there is doubt concerning the validity 








































































































































































sul 


Ec 
up 


Ine 
mnie 


ee ee ee 


— rr << - 


AMENDING EDUCATION ACT OF 1958 95 


of requiring a disclaimer of the type specified in subsection 1001(f) as 
a condition of enjoying governmental benefits, particularly in view 
of the fact that the provision is not phrased in terms of “knowing” 
support of a particular type of organization. 

10. Can only hinder achievement of the aim of the National Defense 
Education Act to realize more fully the potential talents and skills 
upon which the ultimate fate of this country depends. The require- 
ments of subsection 1001(f) would work to make the timorous thinker 
more timid, the rebellious intellect more defiant. The result would 
be injury to independent thought oriented toward the protection and 
propagation of the democratic values which have built our society. 

For these 10 reasons I believe Congress should repeal subsection 
1001(f) of title X of the National Defense Education Act. 

Inclusion of this subsection in the act was little noted by legislators 
or educators at the time of passage. But this fact does not diminish 
responsibility of both to work to correct the existing situation. 

During the past few months I have received numerous communica- 
tions from Oregon college and university officials, teachers, and stu- 
dents in opposition to provisions of subsection 1001(f). Some protest 
only the disclaimer affidavit which imposes a “negative oath.” Others 
oppose both parts of the subsection. 

Similarly, a number of daily newspapers in my State have published 
editorials critical of this subsection. 

In order that the subcommittee may have the benefit of these com- 
ments in its consideration of S. 819, I ask consent that they appear 
in the hearing record following my statement. 

And, Mr. Chairman, I just want to say this now: 

You are familiar with our State of Oregon where you have been 
very hospitably and enthusiastically received. I am extremely proud 
of the fact that Oregon is one of the few Western States which never 
enacted any test oath of this kind. 

In 1951 Mrs. Neuberger and I were both members of the Oregon 
Legislature. The legislature was asked to consider a somewhat similar 
test oath which would have singled out only schoolteachers in the 
whole population to swear special loyalty to the United States and 
to state that they have never been a member of any subversive or- 
ganization. 

I was a member of the State senate. My wife was a member of 
the house of representatives. There was a good deal of hysteria at 
that time. The bill passed the State senate by a vote of 25 to 5, but 
by the time it got to the house of representatives the good sense of 
our people, their customary level-headedness began to predominate 
and prevail. A number of very influential editors in the State took 
a leading part in awakening people to just what it meant, pointing 
out that it singled out teachers and college professors out of the whole 
population to be suspect so far as their loyalty was concerned. Mrs. 
Neuberger played a very leading part in its defeat, and I am very 
pleased to say that it did not become a law because it never emerged 
from the house of representatives. So when some other Pacific 
Coast States were adopting test oaths which disrupted their higher 
education systems and caused a great deal of anxiety in their schools, 
Oregon never did so. 

So I feel in keeping with the liberal tradition in my State by coming 
here today, at your sufferance, to urge the support of this bill. 
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Senator Kennepy. The previous witness made the point that while 
the affidavit is obnoxious there is no strong objection to the oath of 
allegiance, except on the ground that it is unnecessary. However, I 
thought he made a rather good point that the oath of allegiance usually 

oes with an office of particular trust and responsibility under the 

‘onstitution. To have students who happen to need financial aid 
apply for a loan and take this oath while the others do not seems to 
me to debase the oath and make no contribution to our national 
security. 

Do you think that a valid point? 

Senator Neusercer. I think it is a valid pom very much so. I 
heard with interest the previous witness and I agree. I can see no 
objection to the affirmation of the oath of allegiance, but when it 
singles out just those students on campus who through perhaps no 
fault of their own, must depend on the Federal Government for assist- 
ance in order to secure an education, it seems unfair, and, as you say, 
debases the oath of allegiance taken by officeholders. 

I have this further objection: 

Our Government disburses many benefactions, some think too many, 
others think not enough. But our Government disburses benefactions 
for social security, unemployment compensation, soil bank benefits, 
farm price supports and many of these payments are a complete out-go, 
in that the individual need never repay them to the Government, 
whereas under the student loan program funds must be returned, all or 
in part, to the Government. It does seem to me unfair to single out 
college students to have to take either a special oath, or other oath 
when others who receive Government benefactions do not. 

The same situation was encountered in Oregon. Here was a test 
oath which was to be imposed only on schoolteachers. What about 
others in the population who exercised an influence on public opinion? 
I think such requirement betray an unfortunate attitude toward intel- 
lect and learning, so far as loyalty is concerned. It has never been 
demonstrated that the people on the college campus are any less loyal 
than people on farms, in labor unions or in banks. Quite the con- 
trary may be true, because if America’s security is challenged the 
people on the college campus will have to risk and lose their lives in 
disproportionate numbers to others. I have never seen any indica- 
tion in previous national emergencies that they have not done so in 
full proportion to their numbers in the military age brackets. 

I should like to have inserted in the record certain correspondence, 
newspaper articles and other pertinent matter. 

Senator Kennepy. Without objection it will be made a part of the 
record. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


EvuGeENeE, Orea., May 4, 1959. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


Let me express the sincere appreciation of the University of Oregon 
Chapter American :Association of University Professors for your stand against 
section 1001(f) National Defense Education Act. We hope you will make a 
strong case at the hearing tomorrow. 


WESLEY C. BALLAINE, 
President, University of Oregon Chapter, AAUP. 
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REED COLLEGE STUDENT COUNCIL, 


Portland, Oreg., February 10, 1959. 
Senator RIcHARD NEUBERGER, 


Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: We at Reed College feel that you might be in- 
terested in the reaction on the Reed campus to the National Defense Education 
Act. Our view is expressed in the enclosed resolutions passed by the Reed 
College faculty and the student council. 

On February 2, President Richard Sullivan issued a statement for publication 
in the school newspaper, the Quest, noting the faculty resolution and stating in 
part: 

“On Saturday, January 31, the board of trustees voted to delegate authority, 
regarding decisions to participate in programs under the National Defense 
Education Act of 1958, to the president of the college. It is my considered view 
that we should not participate at the present time while the act contains the 
requirement of the disclaimer affidavit.” 

In consideration of the above, the student council of Reed College urges that 
appropriate action be taken toward obtaining the repeal of title X, section 1001 
(f) (1) and (2) of the National Defense Education Act of 1958. 

Sincerely yours, 
Sara LAM, 
Student Council Secretary. 


RESOLUTIONS CONCERNING THE NATIONAL DEFENSE ACT OF 1958, ADOPTED BY THE 
REED COLLEGE STUDENT COUNCIL ON FrsrRuUARY 2, 1959 


Section 1001(f) of the National Defense Act of 1958, Public Law 864, passed 
by the 85th Congress, provides that each applicant for educational aid under 
the act must file an affidavit proclaiming that he “does not believe in, and is 
not a member of and does not support any organization that believes in, or 
teaches, the overthrow of the U.S. Government by force or violence or by any 
illegal or unconstitutional methods and has taken or subscribed to an oath or 
affirmation of the following form: I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will 
bear true faith and allegiance to the United States of America and will support 
and defend the Constitution and laws of the United States against all its 
enemies, foreign and domestic.” 

The provision of a loyalty oath requirment in this act, especially a negative 
oath such as the above, is contrary to American traditions of freedom and 
fair play. 

The oath is vague. It requires the individual to make, upon pain of perjuring 
himself, sweeping statements about his beliefs and associations; and to disclaim 
affiliation with organizations which are not specified in the law. 

The oath is insulting. Many groups in the United States receive Government 
economie aid without having to sign such oaths; the oath thus earries the 
implication that there is something about students which makes them particu- 
larly subject to disloyal influences, despite the fact that some of America’s 
great patriots were closely associated with the academic community. 

Principally, however, the oath is a restriction on freedom of belief and associa- 
tion. It gives Government aid to students, not solely on the grounds of their 
need and qualifications for such aid, but also on the basis of the organizations 
to which they belong and the ideas to which they adhere. The Government has 
thus attempted to replace the longstanding academic tradition of free exchange 
in the marketplace of ideas with a program in which the Government dictates 
what ideas shall be presented, and by whom. Such a restriction has no place in 
a governmental system based on freedom of speech and thought. 

Therefore, we, the student council of Reed College, resolve our opposition to 


the loyalty oath provision of this act, and urge that it be amended to remove 
this provision. 


Resolved— 

Whereas the Student Council of Reed College has expressed its unanimous 
opposition to the political test oath provision of the National Defense Act of 
1958 ; and 

Whereas all such expressions of opposition may be instrumental in securing 
the act’s amendment ; 
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The student council calls upon President Richard H. Sullivan to refuse Reed 
College’s participation in the act’s educational aid program as a gesture of such 
protest, and to maintain such refusal as long as it appears likely to assist in 
effecting the removal of the repugnant test oath provision. 


The following resolutions were passed by the Reed College faculty: 

“Resolved, That the faculty urges the president and the board of trustees to 
adopt the position that Reed College should not participate in a program which 
requires it either to administer to anyone a disclaimer affidavit such as that in 
the National Defense Education Act or to assume responsibility for seeing that 
anyone has executed such an oath or affidavit.” 

“Resolwed, That the faculty protests the requirement of a positive loyalty 
oath in the National Defense Education Act of 1958 and requests that appropri- 
ate action be taken toward the elimination of such a requirement from this act.” 


UNIVERSITY OF OREGON, 
Eugene, March 11, 1959. 
Hon. RIcHARD L. NEUBERGER, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Dick: As president of the University of Oregon, I respectfully urge 
your support of efforts to effect the elimination of the disclaimer or negative 
oath from the National Defense Education Act of 1958. As you know, section 
1001(f) of this act requires a student who receives a loan or fellowship under 
its provisions to take an oath of loyalty to the United States and, at the same 
time, to submit an affidavit that “he does not believe in and is not a member of 
and does not support any organization that believes in or teaches the overthrow 
of the U.S. Government by force or violence or by any illegal or unconstitutional 
methods.” 

Practically all members of the academic community are agreed that this is 
an unwise requirement which may seriously jeopardize one of the most far- 
seeing pieces of legislation ever enacted by the Congress of the United States. 
The American Council on Education, the State Universities Association, the 
National Assoication of State Universities, and the Land-Grant College Asso- 
ciation have all urged elimination of this disclaimer oath, as have the presidents 
and faculty of most of our colleges and universities. I should like to add my 
voice to that of my colleagues in strongly urging elimination of this unfortunate 
feature of the Education Act. 

The disclaimer oath requirement may be viewed in a variety of ways. At 
best, it may be seen as an innocuous, illogical, and insulting piece of legislation. 
Experience with legislative provisions of this sort has clearly demonstrated 
that it cannot achieve its objective of preventing persons engaged in subversive 
activities from enjoying the benefits of the act. Any person who honestly swears 
or affirms true faith and allegiance to the United States and to its Constitution 
and laws must, logically, be opposed to the use of illegal or unconstitutional 
methods. It must be concluded, therefore, that the addition of a second 
unnecessary affidavit required only of college and university students as a 
condition of receiving Federal benefits constitutes a direct insult to those who 
are preparing themselves for useful and dedicated careers in the cultural, scien- 
tific, and intellectual life of the Nation. 

At its worst, however, the disclaimer oath must be seen as an insidious and 
harmful mode of thought control, as an unhealthy interference by the Federal 
Government with freedom of thought, as symptomatic of strong anti-intellectual 
tendencies in certain quarters, and as a dangerous precedent in the development 
of sound Government-university relationships. From this perspective flow the 
well-justified anxieties of most faculty members regarding the potential mischief 
of a disclaimer oath. 

The University of Oregon is dedicated to the pursuit of higher education in 
an atmosphere of maximum freedom and believes that in any other atmosphere 
the genius of a university must die. I believe that the National Defense Edu- 
cation Act is, in its constructive elements, a well-conceived, significant step 
toward solving the education problem in America. Members of the University 
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of Oregon faculty have actively assisted the Office of Education in the develop- 
ment of the administration regulations required to carry out the various 
programs established by the act and shall continue to lend support to the Com- 
missioner of Education and to the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
in any way that will assist in the achievement of the positive goals of this 
important legislation. However, we are supporting the major provisions of the 
act in spite of the disclaimer oath provision. We are doing so because we are 
confident that a wise Congress will eliminate this provision at the earliest possi- 
ble moment. 

The legislative history of the National Defense Education Act suggests that 
many members of the 85th Congress were not aware of the disclaimer oath 
requirement. I cannot believe that its inclusion in the bill as finally passed by 
Congress is a clear indication of congressional judgment in this matter. Fortu- 
nately, the first weeks of the 86th Congress have witnessed the introduction of 
several bills calling for the elimination of the disclaimer oath. The Congres- 
sional Record indicates that there is strong support for such bills in both Houses 
of Congress. We hopefully anticipate positive action on these bills during the 
present session. 

In view of the bills before it, the failure of Congress to remove the disclaimer 
oath would seem to confirm the fears of those who believe that Federal partici- 
pation in education will bring Federal control, introducing pressures for con- 
formity which may starve the spirit of liberty. Under such circumstances all 
educational institutions will be obliged to examine with great care the impact of 
the offending clause upon the climate of American education. 

You will be interested to know that the faculty has expressed its concern in 
this matter by passing a formal resolution, the text of which is enclosed. 

Sincerely yours, 
O. MEREDITH Wrson, President. 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED UNANIMOUSLY BY THE FACULTY, UNIVERSITY OF OREGON, 
Marcu 4, 1959 


Whereas the National Defense Education Act of 1958 provides in section 
1001(f) (1) and (2) that: “No part of any funds appropriated or otherwise 
made available for expenditure under authority of this act shall be used to 
make payments or loans to any individual unless such individual (1) has 
executed and filed with the Commissioner an affidavit that he does not believe 
in, and is not a member of and does not support any organization that believes 
in or teaches, the overthrow of the U.S. Government by force or violence or 
by any illegal or unconstitutional method and (2) has taken and subscribed to 
an oath or affirmation in the following form: ‘I do solemnly swear (or affirm) 
that 1 will bear true faith and allegiance to the United States of America and 
will support and defend the Constitution and laws of the United States against 
all its enemies, foreign and domestic’ ”’; but 

Whereas section 1001(f) (1) sets aside as a special group and, by a disclaimer 
oath, discriminates against students who apply for loans or fellowships ; and 

Whereas section 1001(f)(2) gives proper assurances of loyalty to the Gov- 
ernment through a nondiscriminatory oath or affirmation ; be it 

Resolved, That the faculty of the University of Oregon supports the American 
Council on Education’s Committee on Relationships of Higher Education to the 
Federal Government in its effort to secure the elimination of section 1001 (f) (1) 
of the National Defense Education Act; be it 

Resolved further, That, if the act is not amended in the current session of 
Congress, so as to remove the diseriminatory clause in section 1001(f) (1), the 
faculty consult with the President on the advisability of the acceptance of the 
funds by the University of Oregon. 


SOUTHERN OREGON COLLEGE, 
Ashland, Oreg., February 25, 1959. 
Senator R1cHARD NEUBERGER, 
Senate Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: The Executive Committee of the Southern Oregon 


‘College chapter of the American Association of University Professors, acting for 


‘the local chapter, requests your support of Mrs. Green’s bill, H.R. 4066 or similar 
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legislation which would eliminate the oath requirement in the Defense Education 
Act. 


Very truly yours, 
ELLiIoTT MACCRACKEN, 
President, SOC Chapter of the AAUP, 
Southern Oregon College. 


OREGON STATE COLLEGE, 
Corvallis, Oreg., February 25, 1959. 
Hon. RrcH arp L. NEUBERGER, 
U.S. Senator, Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DearR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I heartily join with all other teachers and ad- 
ministrators—and the AAUP—in requesting that the National Defense Educa- 
tion Act of 1958 be amended to eliminate title X, section 1001(f)1, which per- 
tains to the “negative oath,” or affidavit. We have no objection to (f)2 which 
is a positive affirmation of loyalty. 

There is no use in reviewing the arguments against negative oaths as applied 
to persons in education. They are quite unjustified, ineffective, and a silly 
atavism from the McCarthy period. Such oaths were bad enough when applied 
to faculties of institutions; when directed at college freshmen and sophomores 
they become even more repugnant. 

Sincerely yours, 


A. L. STRAND, President. 


UNIVERSITY OF OREGON, 


Eugene, February 10, 1959. 
Hon. RICHARD NEUBERGER, 


* U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. NEUBERGER: This is to request that you support the Kennedy bill to 
eliminate from the National Defense Education Act of 1958 a certain part which 
implies that teachers and students are especially likely to be treasonable. I 
refer to title X, section 1001(f) (1), which requires a disclaimer affidavit to be 
filed by any person receiving furids under the act. 

The National Defense Act spells the beginning of what may turn out to be 
a long era of needed participation by the Federal Government in education. It 
is of great importance that Congress shall make a right beginning. The begin- 
ning made under the present act insults the good faith and intelligence of 
American educators and their students. 

The act assumes that we do not realize that the ordinary oath of loyalty taken 
by all of us, from the inauguration oath of the President down, binds us to 
reject and oppose disloyalty of every kind. It suggests that we do not know 
the meaning of good faith, and that our wits are not of common brightness. 

The act assumes that our want of understanding comes from a treason virus 
which infects people connected with higher education and leaves other people 
alone. If this assumption of our special liableness to treason is not true, why 
are we as a class required to sign the disclaimed affidavit? This insult to our 
profession is disgusting. 

The act also assumes that signing the disclaimer will guarantee the signer’s 
loyalty. This assumption does not show sound judgment of men. There are 
men who may refuse to sign because the requirement insults their good faith 
and intelligence, precisely the men most likely to have good faith, conscience, 
and dignity of spirit. Not only may individuals refuse to sign but entire institu- 
tions may refuse. In fact, the Reed College faculty has already refused. Thus 
the very aim of the National Defense Education Act would be defeated. The 
Congress is not wise to put such men and institutions under a cloud. 

Would the act’s disclaimer affidavit prevent a traitor from signing? To sup 
pose that is to misunderstand the traitor mind, particularly the mind of a traitor 
in whose philosophy of life an oath in the name of God is meaningless because 
he believes there is no God. 

Title X, section 1001(f) (1) reflects a certain hysteria with which our country 
has had experience in the past. Once upon a time it was called “know-noth- 
ingism.” In the present case it takes the form of suspicion against people in 
higher education. Our profession is getting a taste of this in other countries 
where under dictatorships higher education has been among the first casualties. 
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Such are among the reasons I ask you to support efforts to eliminate the dis- 
claimer affidavit from the National Education Defense Act. 
Yours faithfully, 
QUIRINUS BREEN, Professor of History. 


UNIVERSITY OF OREGON, 
COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS, 
Eugene, Oreg., February 6, 1959. 
Hon. RicHARD NEUBERGER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I thought you might like to see a copy of a letter 
I have just sent to Senator Kennedy. Hence I send it, together with a copy 
of the editorial referred to therein. 

‘ I hope we can count on you to support a measure appropriately to amend the 
National Defense Education Act of 1958. If the matter is then pending, I would 
appreciate an opportunity to discuss it with you when I am next in Washington, 
perhaps in April. 

With kindest personal regards, I am 
Sincerely yours, 
Bower ALY. 


FEBRUARY 6, 1959. 
Hon. JoHN F. KENNEDY, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: In view of your interest in amending the National 
Defense Education Act of 1958, I thought you might like to see the editorial 
that appeared in the Eugene Register-Guard for February 4. Hence I send you 
a copy herewith. It seems to me to deserve wide distribution, for it expresses 
very well the reasons for the irritation that those of us in academic life feel 
toward the requirement of oaths and affidavits. We know that no more loyal 
group of Americans exists than the students and teachers; that is precisely why 
we do not like to be singled out as suspicious characters. We know that the 
Federal Government has disbursed billions of dollars to farmers and business- 
men without requiring protestations of loyalty. Are teachers and students 
suspect? 

I sincerely hope that you will continue your efforts to amend the National 
Defense Education Act of 1958. 

Cordially yours, 
Bower ALY. 


{From the Portland (Oreg.) Daily Journal, Mar. 4, 1959] 
DISCRIMINATION IN OATH TAKING 


A sensible reform is embodied in a bill which would put civil service em- 
ployees in Oregon on a par with elected and appointed officials insofar as loyalty 
oaths are concerned. At present civil service applicants are required to sign a 
statement that they are not members of any organization seeking to overthrow 
the Government of the United States by force or violence. 

Elected and appointed officers of the State, on the other hand, are merely re- 
quired to state positively that they will uphold the constitutions and laws of 
the State and Nation. 

For an officeholder who makes policy and is in charge of employees to enjoy 
less stringent rules than those under him is ridiculous, but a good part of this 
loyalty oath business is ridiculous. 

No one questions the desirability of loyalty. The question is one of method 
by which we may obtain loyalty and guard against subversion. 

If we could guarantee 100 percent loyalty by requiring every citizen to arise 
every hour on the hour and recite the pledge of allegiance to the flag, then there 
might be reason for legislation imposing such a requirement. However, even 
the most fanatic of the loyalty oath advocates recognizes the silliness of such 
a proposal, and no one has gone so far as to suggest such legislation. The 
fallacy of the negative type of oath, such as the one which would be eliminated 
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by the bill introduced by Representatives Vernon Cook (Democrat of Mult) and 
Keith Skelton (Democrat of Lane) is that it gives no protection against dis- 
loyalty. 

The disloyal person seeking a way to worm himself into a Government job 
would be the kind of person who would perjure himself on this or any other 
occasion to achieve his ends. 

If any oath is to be required, then a simple, positive oath such as that used 
in the case of elected and appointed officials should be sufficient. 

One of the most irritating features of oath-taking requirements has been the 
haphazard application, with education having been one of the most frequent 
sufferers. 

We have in mind the National Defense Education Act which requires students 
receiving loans to sign a loyalty oath. If such an oath is to be part of the 
window dressing for Government aid, then it should be a standard require- 
ment—for farmers getting crop support money, for home purchasers who get 
Government guaranteed loans and for those receiving veteran benefits. 

To single out those in the education field implies that they are suspect, whereas 
farmers are not. Students and faculties resent this. Senator John Kennedy 
(Democrat of Massachusetts) has introduced a bill to remove this requirement, 
and it is to be hoped Congress is sufficiently recovered from its McCarthyism 
jag to pass it. The Cook-Skelton bill in turn should be approval of State 
legislators. 


{From the Portland (Oreg.) Oregonian, Feb. 11, 1959] 
STUDENT SUSPECT? 


Reed College’s rejection of Federal funds because acceptance is conditional 
on the recipients’ subscribing to a negative loyalty oath reflects virtually the 
unanimous view of educators, although few institutions have taken the logical 
but painful course of paying for their convictions by refusing the proffered aid. 

The provision for the oath is a hangover from the spirit of the McCarthy era. 
Few lawmakers knew of its existence, and, now, Senator John Kennedy, with 
bipartisan support, has moved for its repeal. Meanwhile, the harm has begun. 

At the least, the provision constitutes a gratuitous insult to the prospective 
student beneficiaries of the modest loans provided under the National Defense 
Education Act. Each would be required to swear that he does not believe in, 
and is not a member of and does not support any organization that believes in 
or teaches the overthrow of the U.S. Government by force. It is aimed, of course, 
at Communists or Communist sympathizers and thus carries the implication that 
these are to be found especially in the colleges ; for there is no comparable require- 
ment to qualify for Federal loans in other fields. 

What a howl would go up for example, if a loyalty oath were to be required 
to qualify for receipt of a farm crop loan. 


{From the Pendleton (Oreg.) East-Oregonian, Dec. 26, 1958] 
THE SAME REASONS HOLD 


Some wise and influential persons, including the editor of the Oregon States- 
man and former Governor of Oregon, Charles A. Sprague, had to talk long and 
hard to deter the Oregon Legislature in 1951 from passing a bill that would 
have required teachers to sign a non-Communist oath. The legislators were 
under great pressure to pass the bill. But Mr. Sprague and others were successful 
in convincing them that teachers should not be required to take an oath that was 
not required of others, and that the positive type of oath required of teachers 
(that they will uphold the Constitution of the United States and the State 
of Oregon) was sufficient. 

Just before the Federal Education Act was passed, last August, Senator Karl 
Mundt proposed and the U.S. Senate adopted by voice vote an amendment requir- 
ing every recipient of Federal loan, scholarship, or fellowship to take an oath 
that “he does not believe in, is not a member of, and does not support any organ- 
ization that believes in or teaches the overthrow of the U.S. Government by 
force or violence or by any illegal or unconstitutional methods.” 

The American Association of University Professors is asking that. this pro- 
vision be repealed. The argument made to the Oregon Legislature against this 
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type of oath holds completely in this case. The Christian Science Monitor edi- 
torial suggests further reasons that the provision should be repealed: 

Muanifestly, neither America’s college teaching profession nor America’s general 
public wants disloyal persons receiving governmental educational aid—especially 
when there are so many qualified loyal persons eager to make use of it. Then 
why the objections? 

The AAUP makes specifically the point that the law is so loosely drawn that 
those who take such an oath would be kept under threat of the penalties for 
perjury by those who might supply their own definitions of loyalty and dis- 
loyalty. Aside from this, there are certain simple and basic objections: 

The loyalty oath is a deceptively futile device for screening out the disloyal. 
Those who do plot to overthrow the Government would not have the slightest 
compunction against swearing they do not. 

And such a loyalty oath is both unfair and in a sense degrading. It singles out 
a particular class of persons and suggests that they are prone to disloyalty and 
must swear they are not. Why sully the fair name of education with such 
implications? 


[From the Portland (Oreg.) Oregonian, Dec. 7, 1958] 


Bap PENNY Back 


The discredited loyalty oath has cropped up again, this time in an obscure 
section of the 1958 Federal Education Act. Administrators, teachers, and stu- 
dents who have applied for participation in the program have discovered that 
they are required to sign affidavits swearing that they do not belong to or support 
any organization advocating overthrow of the Government, the typical negative 
oath of the McCarthy era. 

Thus, the measures for Federal aid to education, especially the sciences and 
languages, also serves to introduce students in an atmosphere of suspicion and 
conformity which most educators had hoped was in the past. 

All Oregon public school and college teachers swear allegiance to the consti- 
tutions and laws of the United States and Oregon. It is a positive expression of 
loyalty, such as that executed by other public officials, and can be made hon- 
orably. 

Congress, whose Members also take a positive oath of allegiance but would not 
think of requiring of themselves a negative loyalty oath, should exhibit the same 
respect for the Nation’s teachers and students by eliminating the cited provision. 
Few Congressmen were ever aware of its existence. 


{From the Salem (Oreg.) Oregon Daily Statesman, Jan. 9, 1959] 
Munpt TEACHER OATH DISCRIMINATORY 


The Federal aid to education bill passed at the last session of Congress pro- 
vides scholarship loans for those pursuing advanced education. In the progress 
of the bill the Senate adopted an amendment offered by Senator Mundt of South 
Dakota which denies loans to any applicant unless he signs an affidavit that he 
does not believe in and ig not a member of and does not support any organization 
which believes in or teaches overthrow of the Government by force or violence 
or by any illegal or unconstitutional means. It’s the old ‘‘teacher’s oath,” long 
condemned by educators and defenders of civil liberties. 

Our evening contemporary, supporting the Mundt amendment, asks why 
shouldn’t the Government demand such oaths of allegiance from those to whom 
it is extending undergraduate loans. The answer to that is simple. The Gov- 
ernment is not asking an oath of allegiance. If it were, as is commonly done of 
all public officials, the oath of allegiance to the Constitution and laws of the 
United States, there would be no objection. That is affirmative. 

The Mundt oath singles out scholars for a particular kind of oath. It exposes 
them to possible perjury if sometime in the future it is claimed that some 
innocent-appearing organization to which they may have belonged was really 
subversive. Congress years ago set up an agency to sift out and designate the 
organizations which should be labeled “subversive,” but it has not filed its lists— 
which is an indication of how hard it is to classify organizations. 
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No Government money should go to traitors ; but the oath should be affirmative, 
not negative ; and penalties should be imposed on proof of subversion. 

Senator Kennepy. I want to thank you, Senator. 

It is my understanding that Senator Mundt is on his way here. I 
want to find out in the meantime if there is any other witness, pro or 
con, in the room. We want every interested person to have the privi- 
lege of being heard. 

Senator Nevsercer. I want to thank you, and in particular for in- 
troducing S. 819. You are trying to correct a mistake and I think we 
are all indebted to you. 

Senator Kennepy. Thank you, Senator, very much. 

Unless there is another witness to testify on this bill the subcom- 
mittee will suspend for 2 or 3 minutes to await the arrival of Senator 
Mundt. 

(Short recess. ) 

Senator Kennepy. The subcommittee will reconvene. 

It is a pleasure to welcome as the last witness Senator Mundt, from 
South Dakota. 

I know you have been concerned with this amendment since its in- 
ception and I would be very glad to hear your views this morning. 


STATEMENT OF HON. KARL E. MUNDT, U.S. SENATOR FROM 
SOUTH DAKOTA 


Senator Munpr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I might say first of all that my interest in this particular amend- 
ment stems from two sources, the first of which is the curious fact that 
in some way or other this got to be known as the Mundt amendment 
and in checking back over the records to see how this amendment was 
actually originated and adopted I find that what we are discussing 
here is an amendment that was adopted apparently unanimously 
by the committee and it was part of the National Defense Act when it 
came to the floor. The record shows that my sole contribution was a 
colloquy with Senator Hill of Alabama in which I suggested if there 
were going to be security provisions in the act that they should extend 
to the loans as well as to the rest of the bill so it would have the same 
applicability in every respect. 

Because of the inaccurate reporting that this was a Mundt amend- 
ment I received a lot of correspondence and got interested in what 
otherwise would probably have escaped my attention altogether since 
I am not a member of the committee handling this bill. 

My second reason for being interested is that over the best part of 
the 20 years I happen to have been on congressional committees deal- 
ing with this problem. As a consequence I have worked with a lot 
of different legislative language from time to time, trying to make 
sure that public funds were not used to promote Communist causes, 
from which causes we are all dedicated to trying to protect our 
country. 

We have tried to get various formulas from time to time as to how 
best that might be done. Quite frankly I have never felt that. the 
formula specifically that relies on the taking of the so-called anti- 
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Communist oath has very much to recommend it because it is a pro- 
cedure in Communist dialectics that Communists are trained and 
encouraged to falsify facts. So, as far as the disclaimer oath being 
a real inhibition against some Communist agent using the funds of 
the National Defense Act to better equip himself to destroy the Re- 
public that makes the funds available, it is not much of a protection. 
However, it has this great advantage over nothing; as was brought 
out by our experience in the atomic science bill, the fact that there is 
such an oath provides the Government with the right to withdraw the 
funds and to suspend the scholarship and perhaps capture what has 
been spent, if indeed a Communist agent takes advantage of these 
funds, because it becomes an abrogration of contract, he has perjured 
himself and is in violation of the law. You do not then get caught 
in the embarrassing position in which the Government might other- 
wise become caught, that under the guise of fighting Communists you 
have become so naive that you are actually providing for the Com- 
munists special training for destroying the Republic which helps 
them. 

Because of my interest in internal security I have done a little re- 
search on how it seems to me we might best approach this problem. 
It would be my recommendation to the committee if you decide to 
eliminate the anti-Communist oath, if that is your purpose—I know it 
is the purpose of the chairman—and I know the chairman is equally 
interested in trying to put some protective provision in its stead, so 
we do leave carte blanche authority for Communists to come and get 
this national defense education at Government expense. What- 
ever motivated the committee to put in the prohibition against Com- 
munists when you first wrote the bill must still motivate the commit- 
tee to remain alert to the threat these funds may be prorated. 

I know you have not changed your attitude toward communism. 
I know and you know communism has not changed its attitude to- 
ward us. So whatever motivated this committee to put in this safe- 
guard, those fears, those concerns, those motives are still there. If 
you eliminate what security provisions you included in the act be- 
cause of the protests that have been made, because of the legitimate 
criticisms that have been made for other reasons; whatever motivates 
you to take them out, it seems to me we are now obligated to put 
something in to take their place. Otherwise, we are in a curious posi- 
tion. We have a National Defense Act established primarily to better 
onan: America to fight communism, containing originally a pretty 
tough piece of committee language in the form of the anti-Com- 
munist oath. If you eliminate those provisions what do you have 
left? An open engraved invitation to the Communists to come and 
use the funds: “We put in that oath provision. We did not intend 
to let you in. Now we will fix it so you can come in.” I hope you do 
not want that. 

I suggest this, that after you eliminate the protective language that 
we draw on the experience of Public Law 330 in the 84th Congress, 
first session H.R. 6590; I ask that this be made a part of the record. 

Senator Kennepy. Without objection, it may be made part of the 
record. 
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(The document referred to follows :) 


Public Law 330—S4th Congress 
Chapter 690—l1st Session 
H.R. 6590 


AN ACT To prohibit the employment by the Government of the United States of persons 
who are disloyal or who participate in or assert the right to strike against the Gov- 
ernment of the United States, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That no person shall accept or hold office or 
employment in the Government of the United States or any agency thereof, in- 
eluding wholly owned Government corporations, who— 

(1) advocates the overthrow of our constitutional form of government in 
the United States; 

(2) is a member of an organization that advocates the overthrow of our 
constitutional form of government in the United States, knowing that such 
organization so advocates ; 

(3) participates in any strike or asserts the right to strike against the 
Government of the United States or such agency ; or 

(4) is a member of an organization of Government employees that asserts 
the right to strike against the Government of the United States or such 
agencies, knowing that such organization asserts such right. 

Sec. 2. (a) Except as provided in subsection (b), every person who accepts 
office or employment in the Government of the United States after the date of 
enactment of this Act, shall, not later than sixty days after he accepts such office 
or employment, execute an affidavit that his acceptance and holding of such 
office or employment does not or (if the affidavit is executed prior to acceptance 
of such office or employment) will not constitute a violation of the first section 
of this Act. Such affidavit shall be considered prima facie evidence that the 
acceptance and holding of office or employment by the person executing the 
affidavit does not or will not constitute a violation of such section. 

(b) An affidavit shall not be required from a person employed by the Gov- 
ernment of the United States for less than sixty days for sudden emergency 
work involving the loss of human life or the destruction of property. This sub- 
section shall not relieve any person from liability for violation of the first sec- 
tion of this Act. 

Sec. 3. Any person who violates section 1 of this Act shall be guilty of a felony, 
and shall be fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more than one year 
and a day, or both. 

Sec. 4. The following parts of Acts are hereby repealed : 

(1) Section 612 of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C., sec. 1445) ; 

(2) Section 9A of the Act entitled “An Act to prevent pernicious political 
activities”, approved August 2, 1989 (5 U.S.C., sec. 118j) ; and 

(3) Section 305 of the Labor Management Relations Act, 1947, as amended 
(29 U.S.C., sec. 188). 

Approved August 9, 1955. 


Senator Munpr. Part of it contains the language which I suggest 
to you that you put in as a substitute for what you are taking out 
so that we retain at least the statement by Congress that we insist 
that the National Defense Education Act ts not to be perverted by 
Communist agents for their purposes and so that we tell the country 
that by withdrawing the oath we are not inviting the Communist 
agents to come and use our funds to destroy us. 

Included in what they have here are several sections, one of which 
starts out: 


That no person shall accept or hold office or employment in the Government 
of the United States or any agency thereof, including wholly owned Government 
corporation, who— 

(1) advocates the overthrow of our constitutional form of government in 
the United States ; 
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(2) is a member of an organization that advocates the overthrow of our 
constitutional form of government in the United States, knowing that such 
organization so advocates ; 


(3) partcipates in any strike or asserts the right to strike against the 
Government of the United States or such agency ; or 
t) is a member of an organization of Government employees that asserts 
the right to strike against the Government of the United States or such 
agencies, knowing that,such organization asserts such right. 

The pertinent part is this, that any person who violates section (1) 
of ines: act, which sets up the pi rohibitions, shall be guilty of a felony 
and aall be fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more than 
one year and a di Ly or both. 

Congress used the device here of making the Government employees 
under this act execute an aflidavit. Now, our professorial friends 
are against executing an affidavit or taking an oath. I used to be « 
college professor and I know the professorial mind a little bit, and 
its use runs contrary to this particular theory that they have which 
is that an anti-Communist oath is comparatively ineffective and tends 
to minimize the dignity of their position or profession. We can 
achieve what we want without doing that. 

i would suggest that after you have taken out all the prohibitions 

and inhibitions which would prevent Communists from using these 
funds that you add this specific amendment : 

Strike out the affidavit-enacting clause on S. 819 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

That (a) section 1001(f) of the National Defense Education Act of 1958 is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(f) Whoever, being an individual who is or who within five years has been 
a member of any organization determined by the Attorney General in con- 
formity with Executive Order 10450, dated April 27, 1953, to be a totalitarian, 
Fascist, Communist, or subversive organization, makes application for or 
receives any payment or loan under this Act, shall be fined not more than 
$1,000 or imprisoned not more than one year and one day, or both. The text of 
this subsection shall be set forth in full upon the face of each form adopted 
for the submission by any individual of any application under this Act for 
any student payment or loan.” 

(bo) The amendment made by this Act shall be effective upon the first day of 
the third month beginning after the date of enactment of this Act. 

What does that proposed amendment do, Mr. Chairman? It does 
this: it eliminates the oath. It eliminates the affidavit. It simply 
adds to the qualifying criteria one other important criterion, that 
the people receiving these gratuities or loans shall not be enrolled 
in an organization dedicated to the overthrow of the U.S. Government 
by force or violence. _ It isa specific prohibition because the Attorney 
General lists the organizations. We know what they are. We have 
established a government mechanism for making them available to the 
public. So it provides the Government with the power ‘when some- 
body comes in and flagrantly perjures himself by accepting the money, 
flagrantly aborgates the right that he has to use it because he conceals 
his identity with these un-American organizations, it provides that in 
due course when that is discovered he can be convicted for having 
broken a Federal law and shall be punished accordingly. It seems 
to me this is a sensible, realistic approach. I hope you will adopt it. 

I would like to call to the attention of the subcommittee, by the way, 
which is now wrestling with this resolution, that this is nothing new 
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that your committee wrote in its present controversial resolution a 
year-or-so ago. 

You already have it in another act, subsection 1874(d) of the act of 
May 10, 1950, establishing the National Science Foundation; it con- 
tains identically the same language, so I do not know why the pro- 
fessors did not get on that one too. I do not think it is much 
more effective there than it is here, but I db think we should adopt 
some consistency of government attitude and I think we should now 
write effective safeguards. 

I am not here to oppose repeal of this section in the act which has 
been star studded by publicity, or in the act they have not yet dis- 
covered it in, but I do think we should not walk clear down the hill in 
this very dangerous area and indicate to the general public that we 
believe there are no subversives or Communists left in the country. As 
for such people receiving national defense education funds I would 
like it made illegal for them to do so and then when they do so, if they 
get caught, the Government should have the right to punish them. 

This is the basis of the theory on which I have prepared this 
substitute language, which grows out of some 20 years of experience 
in Congress, trying to legislate against subversives. 

I would not like Congress to repeal what you have done in this one 
act and then appear so naive that we leave nothing at all as a safeguard 
to those hundreds of millions of honest American patriotic taxpayers 
who understandably do not want to see even a single dollar of their 
money spent under the guise of national defense education to help 
Communists or communism. 

I respectfully submit this amendment, Mr. Chairman, in the belief 
that it will do the job and that it will not run contrary to the theories 
and arguments of those who oppose the anti-Communist oath. 

Senator Kennepy. Senator, in Mr. Flemming’s statement, the Sec- 
retary stated that one of the reasons he objected to this provision was 
that he felt, and I quote him: 

Persons responsible for the administration of this act would have been able 
to deny funds to persons who were identified as persons who themselves believe 
in or who belong to or support organizations that believe in or teach the over- 
throw of the Government by force or violence, even though this provision had 
never been inserted. It is clear that such persons are not entitled to and should 
not receive funds from the U.S. Government under the provisions of this act. 

Mr. Flemming makes the point that without the provision it does 
oe constitute an open invitation to Communists to come to the col- 

enator Munopr. The invitation would stem from the fact that this 
committee having written this amendment, then by taking it out, must 
indicate something to someone. It could indicate that the committee 
has changed is attitude toward communism, which I know is not the 
case. Or that the committee believes that Communists have changed 
their attitude toward freedom, which I know is not the case. Or it 
certainly indicates to anyone old enough to think that the bars have 
been reduced and made easier for Communists to come in. That I 
do not want to do. 

So this amendment provides the Government with a specific ap- 
proach to stop the perversion of the public funds, by requesting no 
act by anyone; you take no oath, sign no affidavit; you can accept the 
loan and the money. But if a subversive does it stealthily, if he is 
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indeed an underground conspiratorial agent, when we find him we can 
fine him and put him in jail. 

Senator Kennepy. I am not sure that a desire to change this indi- 
cates that we think the Communists have changed or the members of 
the committee have changed their attitude toward communism. We 
think it is not effective, not useful, defeats the purpose of the act. 

Senator Munpr. What has changed? Something must have 
changed ; the act has not had a chance to operate. 

Senator Kennepy. I think we have become somewhat wiser. When 
this matter was in the committee it was put in just before the bill 
was reported from the subcommittee. There was no chance to discuss 
it. Most of the members were not aware that it went into the act. 
That was our fault, but merely because we made that mistake—— 

Senator Munpr. That is not clarifying it, to one of the members 
who was not on the committee, to tell us now that you were at fault. 

Senator Kennepy. You can recall a comparable experience that 
happened about 12 or 13 days ago. I am not aware of the position 
of the Senator on that matter. You are aware this is not an omni- 
potent body and that mistakes are made. But I think to decide be- 
cause mistakes are made that one must stick by them 

Senator Munpr. The committee would also place upon the Senate 
additional responsibility, when they say in this act they are going 
to follow the legend of Sisyphus walking up the hill and then sliding 
down again, when they have another act which is 9 years old and con- 
tains the same identical provision. I suppose the language for this 
instant act came from the preceding one? 

Senator Kennepy. That is correct. 

Senator Munpr. You would make it appear that in the area of the 
National Defense Education Act some kind of change has occurred 
somewhere. I know the committee has not changed its attitude to- 
ward communism. I am worried about the implications, that it indi- 
cates, when we go to all this trouble to eliminate a safeguard and fail 
to put in a compensatory safeguard. The legislative history indicates 
that such safeguards have been successful, have not failed, that. we 
have repeatedly in Congress written in various kinds of barriers and 
legislative safeguards which operate effectively. 

T happened to be on the House Foreign Affairs Committee at the 
time we wrote a security provision in the so-called Smith-Mundt Act; 
it was also incorporated in the ICA Act. These protective provisions 
work. 

I do not want us now in this very field where we feel, all of us, 
that some change should be made in the oath because of its implica- 
tions or its inadequacy or inefficacy; I do not want us just to leave 
nothing there when we do have the legislative tools available to say 
once more to the Communist agents in this country: “We do not pro- 
pose to make it easier for you to use the public’s money to destroy the 
public’s freedom and the public’s peace.” 

Senator Kennepy. Why do you not think it would be a good idea, 
for example, to ask publishers who receive subsidies through the Post 
Office to take a comparable oath? They have a very effective means 
of distributing propaganda. If they were members of the Communist 
Party it would offer them a readymade market. Why do we take the 
student who needs a loan for this particular suspicion ? 
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Senator Munpr. In the first place, I do not believe in interfering 
with the rights of free publication or free speech. I do not want to 
see the Federal Government encroaching any further than necessary 
on private enterprise. I am primarily concerned with Federal money 
taken from the taxpayers and distributed to people for a specific 
purpose. 

Senator KENNEDY. The Post Office subsidy is Federal money in 
large amounts d'<‘ributed to newspaper publishers to help them send 
their material eeuah the mail. Does that mean that anyone who is 
in a position to benefit from a Federal subsidy in great or small 
amounts should be subject to this oath? You do not think so? 

Senator Munpr. I do not think so. In this era in which we live 
who does not get some kind of subsidy so you could stretch this thing 
out endlessly? 

Senator Kennepy. You just feel that students should be subjected 
to it, but not publishers? 

Senator Munpr. I do not think so. I think if the publisher were 
to come to us for a special stipend this would be something different. 

Senator Kennepy. You would not say that farmers who send their 
goods to the market should take a loyalty oath ? 

Senator Munpr. No, I do not. 

Senator Kennepy. Well, Senator, I am aware of your interest in 
this matter. The question is whether this is an effective tool in this 
cold war struggle. That is probably where we disagree. But I 
think the record should be made clear to anyone who calls this the 
Mundt amendment that coals should be heaped on the head of the 
committee and you have just heaped an extra coal. 

Senator Munpr. I want: to disavow something which is not mine. 
I hope the committee will supply something for the vacuum it appears 
you are about to create. I think something should and can be done; 
we have got the legislative history, we have got the experience record ; 

Congress has acted in this direction many times before; and to ab- 
solve the committee of any criticism which may have been implied in 
. rather hasty action you certainly can put back in this bill language 
whieh: is now in our legislative records. 

If in this instance you decide to open up the doors as I firmly be- 
lieve it would be construed as doing by some elements in this country, 
[ suggest this easy and effective approach which leaves no doubt in 
anybody’s mind because Attorney General’s lists are available. You 
know who you are keeping out and who you are keeping in, and if, 
in the face of that, some subversive agent or Communist deliberately 
tries to take advantage of these funds, I do not think the Government 
should be left handcuffed and helpless as has happened in some simi- 
lar cases in the past. 

Senator Kennepy. First, as you know the administration recom- 
mended that this language also be repealed in the National Science 
Foundation Act. 

Secondly, there is some distinction between the National Science 
Foundation Act and this program. The National Science Foundation 
Act is for advanced students who are going into particular forms of 
intellectual discipline which are of a direct aid to the national defense, 
both in moneys and in the form of grants. Higher research may be 
involved, there is a much more immediate connotation of a Defense 
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Act than there is in the National Defense Education Act. They be- 
lieve it is still unwise there but that is not the direct issue before us, 
The question is whether it is unwise in this act. 

I think it might be helpful if the staff of the subcommittee could 
search the record for whatever information may be available con- 
cerning legislation already on the books which would restrict persons 
seeking Federal loans, grants, or other help. I refer especially to 
title 18, United States Code, section 2385. We can then determine 
whether an additional affidavit is really necessary. 

Senator Munpr. I am not advocating an affidavit. I have said that 
in some of the acts already passed they provided for an affidavit, but 
I said in this case I would not provide for an affidavit or an oath. I 
would simply put in the petialty provision for anybody who seeks 
and secures these aids in violation of the law which would make it be 
illegal to belong to these organizations, while at the same time seeking 
and procuring funds under this act. Iam not advocating and do not 
favor any imposition of an affidavit and I am not advocating the 
continuation of the oath. I am advocating that we just do not leave 
the barn empty but that we now put in this legislation the necessary 
mechanism to stop people from making wholesale raids on the Treas- 
ury if they are indeed Communist agents, 

Senator Kennepy. Are there prosecutions under this act ? 

Senator Munpr. That is right. I read it quickly. Here is the copy 
of my proposed amendment. 

Senator Kennepy. Would you say it would probably be wise to 
apply this to anyone who receives money from the Federal Govern- 
ment in the form of subsidy ? 

Senator Munpr. No, I think you have to deal with every piece of 
legislation separately. 

If we are going to provide flood control in one area, we do not assume 
we are going to provide legislation about acts of God someplace else 
whether needed or not. 

Senator Krnnepy. The only people affected by this would be people 
on the Federal payroll and students requiring a loan. 

Senator Munpr. The amendment deals with this particular act. I 
have cited the precedent from which I evolved this approach. The 
first material I read has no bearing as far as any suggestion I 
made on this act. That was just put in as background information. 
The other one, now, if you will get this other one, that is the amend- 
ment to the act, that is the one that I advocate, the one appended to 
819. I have given you the others just for information. This is what 
I advocate. It would provide specifically for the amending of this 
particular act, specifically section 1001(f) of the National Defense 
Education Act. 

Senator Kennepy. You would be opposed to applying the pro- 
visions of this amendment to any other programs of Federal aid, direct 
or indirect, and would limit it to students, if I understand you? 

Senator Munpr. I said I am neither opposed nor unopposed to such 
legislation, if you put it on that basis, because you cannot act here to 
generalize it to other situations. 

I am in favor of applying it to this act, which is the National De- 
fense Education Act. This is not aid to national education per se. 

If we were going to say this is just a policy to help public education 
I would not advocate that a Communist cannot go to a public school. 
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This is a National Defense Education Act; this is something different. 
We should not be standing before the public under a false facade. If 
indeed we were motivated for defense purposes, which I think we 
were, then it seems to me the implication is clear that as we move in 
defense activities we should not hold an adder to our breast by permit- 
ting foreign agents or outright Communists to pervert these public 
funds. 

Senator Kennepy. Senator, as I understand it, you are not pre- 
ared to say today that any people who receive a Federal subsidy or 
ederal loan which has a defense purpose, for example, airlines which 

have a defense purpose, you are not prepared to say that you will 
apply this to any except students today, is that correct? 

Senator Munpr. Not at all. I would be very glad to come and 
testify and make my stand clear on any other specific legislative pro- 
posal. I may say I deplore the tendency over the past 25 years to 
generalize from one specific solution to a single problem by saying 
we must apply it everywhere for all problems. I think that is one of 
the reasons our country is almost $300 billion in the red. I think we 
have to legislate for one specific purpose at a time. 

You have heard the argument used by many of the Senators, you 
and I are included, who want projects at home and we say they are 
doing this in India or in Egypt. So we should do it here. I do not 
think you can apply that particular criterion to a sound legislative 
purpose. 

Senator Kennepy. I disagree with you. I do not think we should 
require anything of students who receive money that we do not require 
from others that involves loyalty. That is really the issue. 

Senator Munpr. No, the issue is a matter of defense. I do not be- 
lieve we should stand before the people and say we have an act that 
provides for our national defense and are not going to do anything 
to prevent its being used as an offensive mechanism by the communist 
apparatus using our tax money trying to destroy the country by mak- 
ing this money available to students whose loyalties are demontsrably 
to some other country than our own. 

Senator Kennepy. Thank you very much. 

If there are any additional statements anybody wants to put in the 
record we would be glad to have them. Otherwise the hearing on this 
matter will now cease. 

The hearing is now adjourned. 

(Whereupon at 11:30 a.m. the subcommittee adjourned. ) 





APPENDIX 


STATEMENT BY Hon. JOHN V. LINDSAY, REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
17TH District of NEw YorK 


Mr. Chairman, I am grateful for the opportunity to submit this statement 
supporting the measure S. 819. I have myself introduced a bill in the House of 
Representatives to strike from the National Defense Education Act the dis- 
claimer provision. 

Neither requirement of section 1001(f) of the act serves a useful purpose. 
Each creates a precedent which could, if frequently copied, produce an atmos- 
phere of suspicion, where, as with King Lear’s daughters, aid would be extended 
only to those who proclaim their virtue loudest. 

The principal objections have been leveled, of course, at the disclaimer affi- 
davit. The American Association of University Professors has pointed out, I 
believe correctly, that the disclaimer requirement contained in section 1001 (f) (1) 
is subject to the objections of vagueness, possible unconstitutionality, and in- 
vidiousness. The association sums up its case as follows: 

“This disclaimer requirement, which will apply to large numbers of young 
people seeking loans, fellowships, and grants to carry on their education, and to 
many teachers and to consulting experts, seems thoroughly harmful. It singles 
out persons in education as objects of suspicion; it imposes a ‘test oath’ re- 
pugnant to our traditions; and it exposes those signing ‘the affidavit to the 
possibility of perjury prosecutions resting on vague allegations or improper and 
intimidating inquiries about their conduct and their beliefs.” 

The association makes out a good case. An equally strong case against the 
disclaimer requirement has been made by the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, Dr. Arthur S. Flemming. Dr. Flemming has pointed out that the 
requirement is, first unnecessary, second ineffectual, and third expensive to ad- 
minister. He says: 

“All persons involved in the administration of this act would have been able 
to deny funds to persons who themselves seek, or who belong to organizations 
that believe in or teach, the overthrow of the Government by force or violence, 
even though this provision had never been inserted. It is clear that such per- 
sons are not entitled to and should not receive funds from the U.S. Government. 

“Requiring persons who receive funds under this act to sign an affidavit and 
an oath of allegiance will not uncover any persons who themselves seek or who 
belong to organizations that believe in or teach the overthrow of the Govern- 
ment by force or violence. Such persons have no scruples about signing such 
an affidavit and taking such an oath. 

“The inclusion of this requirement in the National Defense Education Act will 
make it necessary for educators and students to go through a procedure that 
results in unnecessary expenditures on the part of the Government without 
making a contribution to national security.” 

There is no question but that this requirement has caused great concern among 
educators. Most educators, I believe, accept the oath of allegiance in this legis- 
lation. We require an oath of allegiance in many areas of governmental en- 
deavor. But the disclaimer provision, in the form of a negative affidavit, they 
regard as a potential threat to their profession. The three great Quaker col- 
leges—Haverford, Bryn Mawr, Swarthmore, and the three private colleges of 
Maine—Bates, Bowdoin, and Colby—have all denounced the disclaimer require- 
ment. In a rare gesture of independence Byrn Mawr and Haverford refused 
even to participate in this program. 

Recently, Dr. A. Whitney Griswold, president of Yale University, wrote a 
letter to Dr. Flemming commending Dr. Flemming for his statement to which I 
have just referred. In his letter President Griswold refers to the instinctive 
dislike that educators have for a requirement of this sort. He points out that 
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symbolically such a measure is offensive and that it is not efficacious as a public 
safeguard, tending to alienate the good will of the loyal citizen without gaining 
corresponding advantage in protecting the Government against the actions or 
intentions of the disloyal. He points out further that the requirement also has 
the weakness of giving the public a false sense of security which, if it became 
too literal and too strong, might lead to our undoing. 

“Loyalty,” states Dr. Griswold, “ean only be won by the powerful attraction 
of unarmed truth implicit in the educational process. It cannot be induced or 
assured by oaths exacted in advance as conditions to participation in this 
process.” 

Finally, Dr. Griswold warns us that a negative affidavit of this sort is especially 
distasteful when it is required of young people just entering the most impor- 
tant phase of their educational experience, as it seems to represent lack of 
confidence in those young people and in their future as well as in the eduea- 
tional process itself. Dr. Griswold’s letter merits wide attention and, with 
his permission and the permission of Dr. Flemming, I ask the chairman's consent 
that it be included in full at this point. 

YALE UNIVERSITY, 
New Haven, Conn., December 19, 1958. 
Hon, ARTHUR S. FLEMMING, 
Secretary, Department of Health, Education and Welfure, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. SECRETARY: May I commend your statement as reported by the 
Associated Press on December 15 concerning the affidavit and oath required 
by the National Defense Education Act of 1958? 

It seems to me that there are four main reasons why those of us who par- 
ticipate in the educational process, whether as students or teachers, dislike 
such measures; and that if these reasons could be more generally understood 
it might help matters. The first reason is that we recall many instances 
in the long history of the educational process in which it has been distorted 
and disrupted by forces operating under the shelter of test oaths. This knowl- 
edge has imbued us with an instinctive dislike of such oaths that is not unnatural 
in the circumstances and should be understandable to persons familiar with 
history. Moreover, our instinctive dislike is fortified by reasoned objections 
such as that of the Supreme Court in Ex parte Garland in 1867 when the 
Court declared: “All enactments of this kind partake of the nature of bills 
of pains and penalties, and are subject to the constitutional inhibitions against 
the passage of bills of attainder, under which general designation they are 
included.” In our eyes such measures are at best odious symbols, at worst a 
potential threat to our profession. 

In the second place, as you yourself have pointed out, it is hard to understand 
why anyone should believe such oaths to be efficacious as public safeguards. Far 
from deterring real transgressors, they offer them a convenient cloak for their 
intentions and transgressions. In this respect they are worse than futile. They 
tend to alienate the good will of the loyal citizen without gaining a corres- 
ponding advantage in protecting the public against the actions or intentions 
of the disloyal. They give the public a false sense of security which, if it became 
too literal and too strong, might lead to our undoing. 

Thirdly, it is our conviction that belief cannot be coerced or compelled. 
On this principle the Russian novelist, Boris Pasternak, whose treatment by his 
own government with respect to the Nobel prize has been the object of indignant 
protest in the United States, has recently spoken eloquently in his novel, “Dr. 
Zhivago”: 

“T think that if the beast who sleeps in man could be held down by threats— 
any kind of threat, whether of jail cr of retribution after death—then the 
highest emblem of humanity would be the lion tamer in the circus with his 
whip, not the prophet who sacrificed himself. But don’t you see, this is just 
the point—what has for centuries raised man above the beast is not the cudgel 
but an inward music: the irresistible power of unarmed truth. the powerful 
attraction of its example.” 

Thus we feel—and we think the overwhelming majority of those who have 
ever had any expérience in teaching students of any age will agree with us— 
that belief in the rightness of our cause which assumes the positive form of 
loyalty to the United States, its Constitution and its laws, ‘‘ean only be won by 
the powerful attraction of unarmed truth implicit in. the educational process. 
I cannot be induced or assured by oaths exacted in advance as conditions to 
participation in this process.” 
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Finally, oaths and affidavits of this sort are especially distasteful when they 
are required of young people who are just entering upon the most important 
phase of their educational experience. They seem to represent a lack of con- 
fidence in those young people and in their future, as well as in the educational 
process itself. Since they were first embodied in early colonial laws and later 
made explicit in the teachings and writings of Adams and Jefferson, the right 
of all Americans to be educated up to the limit of their native ability according 
to the principle of equal opportunity, and the necessity of providing for such 
education, have been fundamental articles of our national democratic faith. To 
attach such conditions to this faith as now appear, particularly in the negative 
affidavit under section 1001(f) (1), seems like a loss of faith in the faith itself. 
It seems to say to these young people upon whose education our very survival 
as a Nation depends that we do not trust them and are not even sure that their 
education will contribute to our security. 

In the normal course of events it would be natural to expect that, as the 
National Defense Education Act becomes operative, it will undergo revision and 
improvement through the process of amendment. I hope very much that in 
this process the requirement of the affidavit and oath may receive further con- 
sideration, and I again commend you for calling this matter to the attention 
of the public. 

Believe me. 

Respectfully yours, 
A. WHITNEY GRISWOLD. 

The National Defense Education Act was a step forward in our effort to gear 
our educational system to the needs of the 20th century. 

But we cannot fairly ask our educators and our students to enter upon con- 
tracts with their conscience which imply a lack of trust on our part in their fit- 
ness for the high mission this law has chartered for them. For this reason, I 
most firmly urge the elimination of the disclaimer provision of section 1001(f). 





UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA, 
Philadelphia, Pa., April 29, 1959. 
Hon. JAMES E. MURRAY, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MurRRAY: I am writing to you as chairman of the subcommittee 
of the Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, which will begin hearings 
tomorrow on S. 819, a bill designed to eliminate section 1001(f) from the Na- 
tional Defense Education Act of 1958. I am writing with particular reference 
to the disclaimer affidavit requirement of that section. I am pleased to enclose 
a copy of my letter of March 31, 1959, to Senator Hugh D. Scott, of Pennsylvania, 
which was directed to that requirement. It is respectfully requested that the 
enclosed letter be given consideration by the subcommittee and included in the 
record. 

Sincerely, 
JEFFERSON B. ForRDHAM. 


Marcu 31, 1959. 
Hon. Huen VD. Scorr, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DreAR SENATOR Scott: I am writing to inform you of the action of the faculty 
of this law school in expressing opposition to the disclaimer affidavit provision 
of section 1001(f) of the National Defense Education Act of 1958. Ata recent 
meeting the faculty adopted a resolution which, in substance, expressed the 
opinion that the disclaimer affidavit provision is an odious requirement which 
constitutes an unwarranted restriction upon academic freedom and freedom of 
discussion within the educational program and the opinion that the university 
should not accept any loan or other funds from the U.S. Government to which 
it may be entitled, or for which it may have applied under the named statute, 
the benefits of which are available to individual recipients only on the condition 
that they execute the disclaimer affidavit required by section 1001(f). 

Please bear in mind that we have not voiced an objection to the second part of 
section 1001(f), which requires the taking of a simple promissory oath or 
affirmation. That sort of thing is a far cry from the disclaimer affidavit 
provision. 
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We are pleased that a bill to repeal the objectionable requirement has been 
introduced in the Senate. I hope very much that you will see fit to support this 
measure. 

It may be helpful to spell out a bit the reasoning which supports our objection 
to the disclaimer affidavit provision. I think that test oaths generally are 
odious and contrary to the spirit of the Bill of Rights. This particular require 
ment is unusually bad, since it calls for disavowal of simple, unexpressed belief. 
This is an extraordinary thing. One's freedom of belief, as Mr. Justice Roberts 
said in a leading case, is absolute. 

The prescribed form of affidavit, moreover, calls for a disclaimer of associa- 
tion with an organization that believes in or teaches the overthrow of the Goy- 
ernment of the United States by force, and so on, without including the element 
of scienter. The prescribed form does not read that he “is not knowingly a 
member of,” and so on. In the Updegraff case from Oklahoma, in which an 
individual’s position as a public employee was at stake, the exacting of a test 
oath of this character was determined to violate due process of law. The 
present situation is different in that the execution of the affidavit is simply 
a requirement in qualifying for Federal aid. 

There has been understandable sensitivity at State and local levels to the risk 
that Federal aid to education might be made on conditions which tended to 
compromise State and local autonomy. This letter is by no means an expression 
of opposition to Federal aid to education, but it is important to point out that the 
disclaimer affidavit requirement is an objectionable condition in the most sensi- 
tive area of State and local autonomy with respect to education, namely, the 
area of freedom of the mind. To submit to such a condition is to accept an 
insupportable invasion of educational autonomy, which has grave implications 
for the integrity of our educational operations. 

You will bear in mind, I am sure, that I am speaking for the law faculty and 
myself and not for the university. 

Sincerely, 


JEFFERSON B. ForpDHAM. 





WISCONSIN STUDENT ASSOCIATION, 
Madison, Wis., April 27, 1959. 

SENATE LABOR AND PuBLIC WELFARE COMMITTEE, 

The Senate, Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN: On March 17, 1959, the student senate of the University of Wis- 
consin, representing the 17,000 students enrolled, has expressed its concern for 
the loyalty oath requirements embodied in the National Defense Education Act. 
In passing the enclosed resolution, the student senate voices its strongest pro- 
test against the underlying principles of the section in question, regarding it as 
an infringement upon the rights of individuals to think as they choose. 

While we certainly do not condone the advocacy of the overthrow of our 
Government, we view the loyalty oath provision as a restriction of individual 
liberty. The Senators and Congressmen from Wisconsin have been informed 
of this action by student senate and urged to work for the repeal of this pro- 
vision from the National Defense Education Act. 

At the suggestion of Representative Robert W. Kastenmeier, Second District, 
Wisconsin, we are forwarding a copy of the bill to you and to the House Edu- 


eation and Labor Committee with the request that it be made part of the public 
record. 


Sincerely, 
ANN OLsEN, President. 
WISCONSIN STUDENT ASSOCIATION 
STUDENT SENATE 


University of Wisconsin 





Brit 6-SS-117. 





RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING LOYALTY OATH AND AFFIDAVIT 





Whereas the National Defense Education Act provides needed funds in the 

form of loans and fellowships for college students of the United States; and 
Whereas one-ninth of the money given by the Federal Government must be 

matched by the respective universities and colleges ; and 
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Whereas in order to qualify for loans and fellowships under this act a student 
must (1) swear allegiance to the United States, and (2) affirm that he ‘does 
not believe in, and is not a member of an organization that believes in or teaches 
the overthrow of the U.S. Government by force or violence or by any illegal or 
unconstitutional methods” ; and 

Whereas the effect of these provisions (1) seems to indicate students and edu- 
cators are more suspected than other groups receiving financial aid from the 
Federal Government: (2) ineffectively prevents disloyal persons from obtain- 
ing these loans and scholarships; and (3) requires loyalty oaths for university 
money while the university does not have any part in determining whether it 
wishes to have them apply to its funds: therefore, be it 

Enacted, That Student Senate of the Wisconsin Student Association go on 
record as objecting to these provisions in the National Defense Education Act, 
and urging repeal of these provisions; and be it further 

Enacted, That Student Senate of the Wisconsin Student Association express 


its feelings through Wisconsin’s Senators and Representatives to the Congress 
of the United States. 


Passed March 17, 1959. 


STATE UNIVERSITIES ASSOCIATION, 

OFFICE OF THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., April 29, 1959. 

Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 

Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

(Attention of Mr. Stewart E. McClure). 


DEAR SENATOR Murray: Senate bill 819 which proposes to amend the Na- 
tional Defense Education Act of 1958 by deleting subsection (F) of section 
1001, title X, has the enthusiastic endorsement of this association. On January 
14, 1959, the executive committee of the association, by unanimous action, 
expressed its opposition to “disclaimer oaths” being required of anybody, at any 
time, anywhere. 


The reasons for the association’s opposition to disclaimer oaths are many but 
essentially they are the same as those presented to your committee on April 29, 
1959, by President Everett Case, of Colgate University, speaking for the Ameri- 
ean Council on Education. 

The State Universities Association is an association of presidents of 24 sep- 
arated (non-land-grant) State universities. 

Sincerely, 


CHARLES P. McCurpy, Jr. 


SMITH COLLEGE, 
Northampton, Mass., April 9, 1959. 

We oppose section 1001(f) of the National Defense Education Act, both in 
principle and in practice. The principle of attaching loyalty oaths to Federal 
grants for education undercuts our expressed confidence in American ideals. 
It is a basic tenet of our educational philosophy that everyone have a right 
to free inquiry into and free choice among all points of view. This philosophy 
asserts that such free inquiry and choice will lead to a fuller understanding 
of all principles and to an affirmation of the values of the American way of 
life. Free intellectual inquiry does not imply seditious belief. 

Furthermore, we doubt the effectiveness of the loyalty oath. Loyal citizens 
may be antagonized by being required to take such an oath because it conflicts 
with the principle stated above. Disloyal persons will not hesitate to take the 
oath, nor will it prevent them from acting according to their beliefs. Requiring 
a loyalty oath as a condition for Federal aid to students establishes a precedent 
of unwarranted Government interference with academic freedom. 

We urge the immediate repeal of section 1001(f) on these grounds. 


HovsE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SMITH COLLEGE. 


Whereas Senator John Kennedy, of Massachusetts, and Senator Joseph Clark, 
of Pennsylvania, introduced on January 29, 1959, in the U.S. Senate, Senate bill 
819; and : 

Whereas Congressman Frank Thompson, Jr., of New Jersey, introduced on 
January 7, 1959, in the House of Representatives, House bill 284; and 
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Whereas S. 819 and H.R. 284 provide for repeal of the nondisloyalty oath 
now required of applicants for grants or loans under the National Defense 
Education Act; and 

Whereas Senator Kennedy has said the oath would discourage only those who 
find oaths “distasteful and humiliating,” and “most of those thus excluded by 
this provision might be said to be nonconformists and dissenters—but surely in 
our efforts to attract into scientific pursuits the best talents, the most inquiring 
minds in our Nation, we do not wish to exclude the nonconformists and the 
dissenters. Those who are willing to sign such an affidavit are not always by 
that act necessarily proven to be either more loyal or more talented than those 
who do not sign”; and 

Whereas Congressman Thompson has said: 

“Repeal of the loyalty oath is provided in H.R. 284; however, the measure also 
ealls for an affirmative oath of allegiance. Many educational leaders believe 
the present requirement of a loyalty oath, applying as it does to a large number 
of young people and teachers, is thoroughly harmful since it singles out people 
in education as objects of suspicion. Further, the present act tragically stifles 
the free exchange of ideas in the classroom and leads to complete stultification 
of the educational process” ; and 

Whereas the 1958 platform of the Democratic Party of California adopted at 
the Democratic State convention at Sacramento, August 9 and 10, 1958, states: 

“The Democratic Party reaffirms its belief that our country’s greatest security 
is the freely given loyalty of its citizens. * * * We therefore oppose all oaths 
of nondisloyalty and the penalizing of citizens for the exercise of their con- 
stitutional rights” : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Franklin Delano Roosevelt Club of Hollywood, Calif., sup- 
ports S. 819 and H.R. 284; and that copies of this resolution be sent to Senators 
Clair Engle, Thomas Kuchel, Kennedy, and Clark, and to Congressmen Thompson, 
Joe Holt, Chet Holifield, Clyde Doyle, and James Roosevelt. 

Royce BARSsTow, 

President, Franklin Delano Roosevelt Democratic Club of Hollywood, Calif. 


(The above resolution was unanimously adopted Mar. 18, 1959.) 


West Los ANGELES, CALIF., April 8, 1959. 
Hon. JOHN F. KENNEDY, 


Washington, D.C.: 


Los Angeles Chapter, Federation of American Scientists, urges passage of 
H.R. 2437, S. 819, or similar legislation removing the loyalty provision from the 
National Defense Education Act. 

In a democracy, students cannot be forced to study science; but attempts to 
legislate their loyalty can drive many excellent students away from science. 

Traditional academic freedom of thought, which is endangered by the loyalty 
provision, is essential to the development of a healthy scientific community. 
Especially in the current crisis, America cannot afford this implication that 
scientists are a suspect group. The opportunity to receive an education should 
no more be contingent upon personal belief than are farm loans or old-age 
benefits. 

Davin L. HETRICK, Ph. D., 
Chairman, Los Angeles Chapter, Federation of American Scientists. 
CANOGA ParRK, CALIF. 


STATEMENT OT THE AMERICAN JEWISH CONGRESS ON S. 819 
INTEREST OF THE AMERICAN JEWISH CONGRESS 


The American Jewish Congress, a national organization founded in 1918 by 
Justice Louis D. Brandeis, Rabbi Stephen S. Wise, Judge Julian Mack, and other 
outstanding American Jews, is a voluntary association of American Jews com- 
mitted by its constitution to the dual and, for us, inseparable purposes of de- 
fending and extending American democracy and preserving our Jewish heritage 
and its values. The American Jewish Congress has therefore always been un- 
equivocally opposed to communism, fascism, and all other forms of totalitarian- 
ism. We know full well the meaning and nature of communist tyranny and of 


its debasing and dehumanizing effects upon all who have been forced to live 
under its dictates. 
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We are nevertheless convinced that the threat of totalitarianism cannot be 
effectively met by adopting the methods of totalitarianism or otherwise com- 
promising our basic freedoms. We are committed to the proposition that the 
surest way to preserve our Nation and our democracy is to guard jealously the 
liberties secured by our Constitution and Bill of Rights and to oppose any in- 
fringements upon those liberties not clearly necessitated by overriding emer- 
gencies. Believing that the loyalty oath requirement of the National Defense 
Education Act of 1958 constitutes an infringement upon American liberties that 
cannot be justified by overriding emergency, we submit this statement in sup- 
port of S. 819. 

THE MEASURE BEFORE THIS COMMITTEE 


This committee is considering S. 819, introduced by Senators Kennedy and 
Clark. Its sole purpose is to amend section 1001 of the National Defense Edu- 
eation Act of 1958 by striking out subsection (f) thereof. The National Defense 
Education Act set up a $900 million Federal aid program which includes loans 
for college and university undergraduates and fellowship grants for graduate 
students. While the bill, passed in somewhat different form in each House, 
was in conference committee, the following loyalty oath provision, subsection (f) 
of section 1001, was added, without prior notice, public hearing, or consideration 
by either House or any committee of either House. 

“No part of any funds appropriated or otherwise made available for expen- 
diture under authority of this Act shall be used to make payments or loans to any 
individual unless such individual (1) has executed and filed with the Commis- 
sioner an affidavit that he does not believe in, and is not a member of, and does 
not support any organization that believes in or teaches the overthrow of the 
U.S. Government by force or violence or by any illegal or unconstitutional meth- 
ods * * * and (2) has taken and subscribed to an oath or affirmation in the 
following form: ‘I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will bear true faith and 
allegiance to the United States of America and will support and defend the Con- 
stitution and laws of the United States against all its enemies, foreign and 
domestic.’ ” 

THE POSITION OF THE AMERICAN JEWISH CONGRESS 


We fully support and urge enactment of S. 819. The basis of our support lies 
in Our Opposition to all loyalty oaths. We believe that such oaths have no place 
in a democratie society. Such oaths will be taken lightly by those whose pur- 
pose it is to destroy our democratic government. But the system they create 
weighs heavily and unfairly on those who are truly loyal to democratic principles 
and ideals. Any system of loyalty oaths to even appear to be effective will re- 
quire an extensive apparatus of espionage to track down and reveal those who 
falsely avow their loyalty or violate their oath. Such an apparatus, in turn, 
requires informers and spies. A network of this kind, inevitably fed by gossip, 
hearsay, and malice, introduces the mechanism of totalitarianism in the attempt 
to combat it. 

Such a system, furthermore, inevitably generates an atmosphere of fear. The 
many who are innocent are more frequently penalized than the few who are 
guilty. Independent critical thought and speech become a dangerous adventure. 
In such a social atmosphere, democracy cannot remain healthy, let alone grow 
und develop. 

Totalitarian ideologies cannot be combated by requiring that citizens swear 
their loyalty to the Government. Loyalty oaths are a common instrumentality 

; if totalitarian states, and totalitarian ideologies cannot be combated by borrow- 
: ing their methods. Such ideologies, whether of the Communist, Fascist, or other 
variety, feed on the imperfections in our democracy which their spokesmen ex- 
ploit. These ideologies can be combated best by removing those imperfections, 
through maintaining and extending the freedoms and equalities which are the 
essence of American democracy. To attempt to challenge totalitarian ideologies 
by introducing further imperfections in our democratic system serves only to 
provide further sustenance for their growth. 


to ee mae 


THE IGNOBLE HISTORY OF LOYALTY OATHS 


Loyalty oaths have a long and ignoble history. a history marked by tyranny, 
{ persecution, and unfailing ineffectuality. Ever since the dawn of history 
despots have sought to assure the fealty of their subjects through the com- 
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pulsion of loyalty oaths. The universal failure of this means to achieve the 
end has rarely deterred other despots from employing it. 

Almost from the inception of the Roman Empire, oaths of loyalty to the 
emperor were required of Romans to establish their fealty to the state. During 
the third century, the Roman emperor Decius sought to assure the loyalty of 
all to the imperial religion by imposing upon every householder the obligation 
to take an oath of loyalty to that religion and to obtain a certificate of that fact 
from a government official. Roman police made a house to house inspection 
for certificates, and those who were unable to produce such certificates were 
either exiled or put to death. The purpose of the decree was to combat 
Christianity, but its ineffectuality was attested by the rapid growth of Chris- 
tianity thereafter and its adoption as the official imperial religion within a 
century. (Pfeffer, Church, State and Freedom, p. 11.) 

Sir Thomas More refused to take an oath recognizing that Henry VIII's 
marriage to Catherine had been void. For this refusal he was executed for 
treason. (Fisher, History of England From the Accession of Henry VII to 
the Death of Henry VIII, in 5 Political History of England, 353.) 

In 1606, during the reign of James I, an act was passed (3 Jac. I. ch. 4) 
requiring a long oath avowing that James was the lawful king and declaring 
that the Pope was without power to discharge his subjects from allegiance to 
him. The oath was required of all persons holding a variety of government 
positions. 

The English Corporation Act of 1661 required all those holding or seeking 
office to declare under oath their belief in the unlawfulness of taking arms 
against the king and to disclaim any obligation under the Solemn League and 
Covenant of the Puritan Church. (18 Car. II, stat. 2,¢.1). In 1662, the Act 
of Uniformity required every minister to take the Corporation Act oaths (14 Car. 
II, ec. 4). 

A noted English historian commented as follows on these English test 
oaths: 

“By another act, no one could serve as a vestryman, unless he made a declara- 
tion against taking up arms and the covenant, and engaged to conform to the 
liturgy * * * This, again, was succeeded by a new test, by which the clergy were 
required to swear that it was not lawful, on any pretense whatever, to take up 
arms against the King. This test, conceived in the spirit of the High Church, 
touched the consciences * * * of the Calvinistic clergy, many of whom refused 
to take it, and further swelled the ranks of dissent. While the foundations of 
the church were narrowed by such laws as these, nonconformists were pursued by 
incessant persecutions. Eight thousand Protestants are said to have been im- 
prisoned, besides great numbers of Catholics. Fifteen hundred Quakers were 
confined, of whom 350 died in prison” (2 May, Constitutional History of Eng- 
land 173-174). 

In this country experiments with loyalty and test oaths accompanied and fol- 
lowed our war for independence. Speaking of such an oath adopted by the New 
York Legislature in 1783, Alexander Hamilton said: 

“* * * let it be supposed that instead of the mode of indictment and trial by 
jury, the legislature was to declare that every citizen who did not swear that he 
had never adhered to the King of Great Britain, should incur all the penalties 
which our treason law prescribes. Would this not be * * * a direct infringement 
of the Constitution? * * * it is submitting a new and arbitrary mode of prosecu- 
tion to that ancient and highly esteemed one, recognized by the laws and the 
constitution of the State—I mean the trial by jury” (4 Works of Hamilton, Fed. 
ed. 1904, 269-270). 

After the Civil War similar experiments were made, but an end was put to 
them speedily by two imporant decisions of the U.S. Supreme Court: Cummings 
v. Missouri, 4 Wall. 277 (1867), and Ex parte Garland, 4 Wall. 333 (1867). 

yenerally, up until recent years our Nation has not been hospitable to loyalty 
or test oaths. “The test oath,” the Supreme Court said as recently as 1946, “is 
abhorrent to our tradition” (Girouard v. United States, 328 U.S. 61, 69). The 
long history of such oaths in the Old World convinced the American people that 
they were not only.ineffectual to secure loyalty, but that indeed they were self- 
defeating. However, the great fear which gripped our country in the decade 
immediately following the conclusion of World War II gave rise to a host of ill- 
considered, panic-induced measures predicated on the completely erroneous as- 
sumption that disloyalty was widespread among our citizens and that the Ameri- 
ean people could not be trusted to preserve and defend American democracy. 
Foremost among these measures was the host of loyalty oath statutes that sprang 





AMENDING EDUCATION ACT OF 1958 121 


up throughout the country. We had hoped that this deplorable chapter in Ameri- 
can history was closed. Unfortunately, the addition of the loyalty oath provi- 
sion to the National Defense Education Act indicates that vestiges still re- 
malin, 

THE CLIMATE OF AMERICAN PUBLIC OPINION 


Nevertheless, we submit that American public opinion today is far ahead of 
the spirit manifested in the enactment of the loyalty oath provision last year. 
The American people have recovered from the great fear and are ready to take 
a calmer and more rational view of measures that seek to restrict liberty pur- 
portedly in the interests of national security. American public opinion had no 
opportunity to express itself in respect to the loyalty oath requirement in the 
National Defense Education Act because the provision was added in camera 
without notice to the public. Once the presence of the requirement became 
known, public reaction and public revulsion was widespread and spontaneous. 

The Madison (Wis.) Capital Times, February 10, 1959, declared editorially : 

“The provision * * * was another manifestation of McCarthyism. It re- 
flected again the hysterical suspicions that were aroused toward education dur- 
ing the McCarthy era. 

“This kind of an oath in order to qualify for scholarship aid is not required 
of other groups that receive aid. It is flatly discriminatory against scholars and 
in that sense helps defeat the very purpose of the Education Act. 

“Even if there were some practical way to enforce it, it would still be in- 
effective. It penalizes the very people we want and expect to have the searching, 
inquiring minds that are most apt to be asking the challenging questions that 
need to be asked if freedom is to provide the long-range benefits intended.” 

The San Francisco Sunday Chronicle, February 22, 1959, said: 

“The faculty of the University of California, as represented by the Berkeley 
chapter of the American Association of University Professors, is again joined in 
battle with the nine-lived, multiform special loyalty oath. 

“This time the professors are asking the administration to withdraw from 
the student loan program of the National Education Act of 1958. It requires 
applicants to sign a non-Communist affidavit as well as an oath of allegi- 
ance * * *, 

“None object to the requirement for an oath of allegiance. All resent the 
special requirement of a non-Communist affidavit, holding it a threat to academic 
freedom, a slur upon all college students, a useless obeisance to the diehard 
vestiges of McCarthyism * * *. 

“For all the reasons cited above, and doubtless for others, this special non- 
Communist requirement is offensive and mischievous * * *.” 

The Washington (D.C.) Post and Times-Herald, February 1, 1959, called the 
loyalty oath requirement “an insult to students and teachers” which should be 
promptly eliminated. The Boston (Mass.) Morning Globe asserted that the re- 
quirement was “excess baggage’? which may keep from the program inquiring 
young minds. The Pittsburgh (Pa.) Post-Gazette, February 3, 1959, pointed out 
that the “loyalty oath provision was tagged onto the bill from the floor at the 
last moment before passage, with scant debate and little publicity. * * * Now 
that it has had time to reconsider what it adopted so hastily, Congress should 
abolish the unnecessary and offending oath.” The Minneapolis Daily Star, Febru- 
ary 8, 1959, said that: “To imply that a student seeking a loan is more of a se- 
curity risk than any other citizen of these United States is an insult to higher 
education in general and to the student in particular. It is ironic that an 
otherwise commendable act designed to aid education contains a stipulation which 
represents the epitome of anti-intellectualism.” 

The foregoing are merely a sampling of the overwhelming editorial opinion in 
America’s leading newspapers in opposition to the loyalty oath requirement. The 
world of education has been even more unanimous in its condemnation. 

Arthur S. Flemming, Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare stated that 
the provision would do little or no good since genuinely subversive individuals 
would have no scruples about signing such an affidavit and taking such an oath. 

Dr. A. Whitney Griswold, president of Yale University, condemned the provi- 
sion and stated that loyalty oaths “are at best odious, at worst a potential threat 
to our profession * * * and seem to represent a lack of confidence in our young 
people and their future as well as in the educational process itself. Loyalty 
oaths are worse than futile. They tend to clienate the goodwill of the loyal 
citizens without gaining a corresponding advantage in protecting the public 
against the actions or intentions of the disloyal.” Dr. Griswold’s views were 
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endorsed by Dr. Nathan H. Pusey, president of Harvard University, and Dr, 
Robert Francis Goheen, president of Princeton University. 

Dr. Hugh Borton, president of Haverford College, declared that signing an 
affidavit of loyalty is “tantamount to signing away one’s right to freedom of 
thought as well as endorsing a Government action which makes the individual’s 
opportunity for education contingent upon his personal beliefs.” President 
Gould of Carleton College noted wryly that “we give $6 billion to the farmers 
but don’t expect any loyalty oath.” 

Brother Augustine Philip, F.S.C., president of the Roman Catholic Manhattan 
College, declared that “the imposition of a loyalty oath upon those who seek 
to obtain loans from the Government is essentially ineffective. It will neither 
insure loyalty nor ferret out disloyalty. Manhattan College is opposed to such 
devices as setting up needless complications to be met in the administration of 
the act.” 

Other university presidents that have spoken out against the loyalty oath 
requirements in the National Defense Education Act include the presidents of 
Bates, Bowdoin, Colby, Emory, and Wisconsin. In addition, at least six insti- 
tutions of higher education, Antioch, Bryn Mawr, Haverford, Princeton, Reed, 
and Swarthmore, have declined to accept funds under the act by reason of the 
oath requirement. 

Finally, the General Board of the National Council of Churches of Christ, the 
foremost Protestant organization in the country, has adopted a_ resolution 
strongly condemning the requirement. Calling for repeal of the provision, the 
general board stated that the requirement was ineffectual, since “persons genu- 
inely disloyal to the United States would not hesitate to sign, rendering the 
affidavit useless.” More important, the board stated, was its objection based 
upon its “commitment to the God whose service is perfect freedom, a commitment 
solemnly expressed in the Declaration of Independence. We believe that His 
service and that of our country, is best performed by free students engaged 
in a free search for truth in a free university. The required affidavit is in- 
compatible with the true freedom implied in this commitment.” The generai 
board also noted that the American political system rests firmly on trust in 
the integrity and loyalty of its free citizens, “a trust fully justified.” But, the 
board concluded, the requirement of an affidavit denying disloyalty implies that 
“this trust no longer exists.” 

One of the most eloquent statements reflecting the traditional American hos- 
tility to loyalty oaths is contained in the recent concurring opinion of Justice 
Black in the case of First Unitarian Church v. County of Los Angeles (78 8. Ct. 
1350, 1354 (1958) ): 

‘Loyalty oaths, as well as other contemporary ‘security measures,’ tend to 
stifle all forms of unorthodox or unpopular thinking or expression—the kind of 
thought and expression which has played such a vital and beneficial role in the 
history of this Nation. The result is a stultifying conformity which in the end 
may well turn out to be more destructive to our free society than foreign agents 
could ever hope to be. The course which we have been following the last decade 
is not the course of a strong, free, secure people, but that of the frightened, the 
insecure, the intolerant. I am certain that loyalty to the United States can 
never be secured by the endless proliferation of ‘loyalty’ oaths; loyalty must 
arise spontaneously from the hearts of people who love their country and respect 
their Government. I also adhere to the proposition that the ‘first amendment 
provides the only kind of security system that can preserve a free government— 
one that leaves the way wide open for people to favor, discuss, advocate, or incite 
causes and doctrines however obnoxious and antagonistic such views may be to 
the rest of us.’ ”’ 


THE UNCONSTITUTIONALITY OF THE LOYALTY OATH REQUIREMENT 


We submit that the loyalty oath provision in the National Defense Education 
Act is not only unwise, but unconstitutional as well. The oath goes much fur- 
ther than the one only recently invalidated by the Supreme Court in Speiser v. 
Randall, 78 S. Ct.:1330 (1958). That case involved a California statute which 
required that every applicant for any form of tax exemption sign an oath read- 
ing: “I do not advocate the overthrow of the Government of the United States 
or of the State of California by force or violence or other unlawful means, nor 
advocate the support of a foreign government against the United States in event 
of hostilities.” This statute, it should be noted, was aimed at advocacy, i.e., an 
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overt act committed by the specific person involved. The loyalty oath require- 
ment goes much further. It interdicts not merely advocacy but membership in 
an organization that advocates, even if the individual student seeking the loan 
does not himself engage in the proscribed advocacy. Moreover, it does not even 
require the act of membership to disqualify the student from the benefits of the 
act; it is sufficient if the student believes in the overthrow of government by 
force or unconstitutional means. It proscribes a mere state of mind, unaccom- 
panied by any overt conduct of any kind. 

This goes far beyond the encroachment upon liberty assailed in Speiser v. 
Randall. It represents an attempt by Government to control thought and belief. 
It seeks to use the benefits of the Education Act to control not merely speech but 
thought as well. Such an attempt, we submit, is not only completely alien to our 
democratic traditions, but violative of our Constitution as well. 

That the benefits of the act are not a right but only a privilege is imma- 
terial. In the Speiser case the Supreme Court made it expressly clear that con- 
ditioning of a privilege upon relinquishing of a right guaranteed by the Con- 
stitution is as unconstitutional as a direct deprivation of that right. Tax ex- 
emption, like loans under the Education Act, is only a privilege. But the Court 
held it unconstitutional to deprive a person of that privilege merely for refusing 
to sign an affidavit of nonadvocacy. If an affidavit of nonadvocacy cannot con- 
stitutionally be required as a condition precedent to obtaining a privilege from 
Government, an affidavit of nonbelief can certainly not be required. 

Liberty of belief is as absolute a liberty as is conceivable in a democratic so- 
ciety. “Freedom to think,” said the Supreme Court in Jones v. Opeleika (319 
U.S. 103, adopting the dissenting opinion in 316 U.S. 584, 618), “is absolute of 
its own nature; the most tyrannical government is powerless to control the inner 
workings of the mind.” According to Blackstone, the Greek tyrant Dionysius 
is “recorded to have executed a subject barely for dreaming that he had killed 
him; which was held for sufficient proof that he had thought thereof in his wak- 
ing hours” (4 Blackstone, Commentaries 79, 6th etd.). 

Our tradition has always deemed repellant governmental attempts to regu- 
late and control what people believe and think. (See Cantiell v. Connecticut, 
310 U.S. 296, 303.) It has opposed such attempts whether they were made di- 
rectly through compulsion, or indirectly through bribery and material induce- 
ments. The Supreme Court held in the Speiser case that the First Amend- 
ment prohibits Government from seeking to purchase the silence of citizens in 
respect to matters of public interest. It held that the privilege of tax exemp- 
tion may not constitutionally be employed to achieve that end. We submit that 
the privilege of a loan under the Education Act can similarly not constitutionally 
be employed to purchase silence not only of tongue but of mind as well. Every 
reason stated by the Court for invalidating the loyalty oath provision in the 
California tax statute is applicable with far greater force in respect to the 
loyalty oath provision in the National Defense Education Act. 


CONCLUSION 


For these reasons we urge the elimination of the loyalty oath requirement in 
the National Defense Education Act of 1958 through the enactment of S. 819. 


AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
Washington, D.C., April 28, 1959. 
Subject: S. 819. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MurRkAY: The American Farm Bureau Federation, a federation 
of 50 member organizations in 48 States, Puerto Rico, and Hawaii, wishes to 
express to you and other members of the subcommittee the stated belief of the 
1,575,000 farm families who are Farm Bureau members, that socialism, fascism, 
communism, and other forms of totalitarianism should be opposed wherever and 
in whatever form they may be found. 

Because of this belief and for other reasons enumerated in this letter, we 
oppose passage of S. 819 and other bills now before your subcommittee to amend 
the National Defense Education Act, by striking section 1001(f) the provision 
dealing with the loyalty oath and disclaimer affidavit. 
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The American Farm Bureau opposed the passage of the National Defense 
Education Act on the grounds that it was unnecessary and would inject into 
our State and local education programs Federal controls. 

Since the American Farm Bureau is an organization of farmers we are very 
conscious of the willingness of the Congress to establish controls. We do not 
criticize the Congress we simply wish too make it clear that we believe it is 
folly to imagine a program of Federal aid and without Federal control. 

When it was obvious that the Congress was going to pass the National Defense 
Education Act, Farm Bureau worked diligently to obtain adoption of the Senate 
amendment that established the loyalty oath. We sincerely believe the loyalty 
oath requirement is a very necessary and important part of the National Defense 
Education Act since its stated purpose is to strengthen our national defense. 

It seems to us that recipients of scholarships or payments should be persons 
so dedicated to the Constitution of the United States of America and the free 
enterprise system that they would welcome the opportunity to declare them- 
selves as true Americans. 

We doubt seriously the contribution that would be made by recipients that felt 
otherwise. No doubt if the scholarship or payments provided by the National 
Defense Education Act accomplishes the purpose of providing the means for 
recipients to obtain technical training and knowledge in subjects that will 
strengthen the national defense of the United States, they will also possess 
knowledge and technical training that could be of major assistance to enemy 
countries. 

It is an established national policy that Government officials, members of the 
Armed Forces, and others vitally concerned with our national defense are re- 
quired to declare their unqualified support of the Constitution of the United 
States. 

in view of this, we see no reason why recipients of scholarships or payments 
under the National Defense Education Act should be exempt from the present 
loyalty oath and disclaimer affidavit. 

We believe that every loyal citizen should be ready and willing at any time 
to assert his loyaity to the United States and to answer freely and unreservedly 
any questions affecting such loyalty, and that only citizens who do so should 
be eligible to receive the benefits provided by the National Defense Education 
Act. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation appreciates the opportunity of ex- 
pressing its views on this important matter and respectfully requests that this 
letter be included in the Record. 

Sincerely, 
Joun C. LYNN, Legislative Director. 





AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF LAND-GRANT 
COLLEGES AND STATE UNIVERSITIES, 


Washington, D.C., April 29, 1959. 
Senator JAMES E. Murray, 


Chairman, Education Subcommittee, 
Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR Murray: In connection with current hearings of your commit- 
tee on 8. 819, amending section 1001(f) of the National Defense Education Act, 
the executive committee of the American Association of Land-Grant Colleges 
and State Universities has authorized me to submit the following statement 
for the record: 

“Resolved, That this association is opposed in principle to the requirement of 
disclaimer affidavits, except in cases of employment clearly and directly related 
to national security.” 

Our committee felt that its action should not be taken solely in relation to the 
disclaimer-affidavit section of the National Defense Education Act, since the 
disclaimer affidavit is required in or has been proposed in connection with other 
Federal legislation, in which it is considered equally objectionable. 

Sincerely, 


RvusseELt I. THACKREY, Evecutive Secretary. 
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EARLHAM COLLEGE, 
Richmond, Ind., May 2, 1959. 
Senator JAMES E. Murray, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MurrAy: This letter is written to express the concern of the 
faculty and board of trustees of Earlham College with respect to the loyalty 
oath provisions in the National Defense Education Act. 

We wish to record our strong support for the Kennedy-Clark bill which would 
eliminate the oath provisions. 

We believe that such an oath does not in any way make it possible to ferret 
out Communist elements, for they would have no hesitation in signing an 
oath. At the same time it singles out students for a special kind of requirement 
not placed upon farmers or business men who also receive Federal funds. 

We shall be grateful for your support of the measure which proposes to 
eliminate this oath. 

Sincerely yours, 
LANDRUM R. BoLiine, President. 


WALLINGFORD, Pa., May 1, 1959. 
Senator JAMES E. Murray, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MurRRAY: I am writing as chairman of the committee on higher 
education in the Lansdowne (Pa.) branch of the American Association of Uni- 
versity Women. 

My committee would like to go on record as recommending the immediate 
deletion of section 1001(f) of the National Defense Education Act of 1958. 

Very truly yours, 
Mary C. BERWICK. 
Mrs. Leonard Berwick. 


Macoms, ILu., May 4, 1959. 
Senator JAMES E. Murray, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

The Western Illinois University Chapter of American Association of Uni- 
versity Professors strongly urges the amendment of section 1001(f) of the 
National Defense Education Act of 1958 by the passage of Senate bill 819 to 
eliminate the disclaimer section from the National Defense Education Act 
entirely. 

Lois MILLs, 
Secretary, Western Illinois University. 


New York, N.Y., May 4, 1959. 
Senator JAMES MURRAY, 
U.S. Senate, Washintgon, D.C. 
Appreciate invitation to testify Tuesday on S. 819; unable to accept attend- 
ing meeting. National Association State Universities opposed to disclaimer oath. 
I. D. WEEKS. 
President, University of South Dakota. 


AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS, 
UNIVERSITY OF OREGON CHAPTER, 
Eugene, Oreg., April 5, 1959. 


Senator JAMES E. MuRRAY, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR MurRRAY: I am writing to you in your capacity as chairman 
of the subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 
This subcommittee is conducting hearings on Senate bill 819 which would repeal 
section 1001 (f) of the National Educational Defense Act. 
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Enclosed is a copy of a resolution passed by the University of Oregon Chapter 
of the American Association of University Professors which protests the form 
of the onth and requests the administration of the university to refuse funds 
available under the act if section 1001(f) is not either repealed or amended 
to eliminate the objectionable features. 

Sincerely, 
WESLEY C. BALLAINE, 
President, University of Oregon Chapter. 


RESOLUTION PRESENTED TO THE GENERAL MEMBERSHIP OF THE UNIVERSITY OF 
OREGON CHAPTER AAUP BY THE TENURE, PROMOTION, AND SABBATICAL Com- 
MITTEE FEBRUARY 11, 1959 
Whereas title X, section 1001(f)(1) of the National Defense Education Act 


of 1958 requires that a disclaimer affidavit be filed by any person receiving funds 
under the act ; and 

Whereas the federal government has disbursed millions upon millions of dollars 
to various business, financial, and agricultural enterprises without requiring such 
a disclaimer affidavit: and 

Whereas the act seems thus to single out teachers and students as special 
obiects of suspicion ; and 

Whereas the lovalty of students and teachers generally has been amply dem- 
onstrated : therefore, be it 

Resolved That the University of Oregon chapter express approval of the ac- 
tions taken by the National Office of the American Association of University 
Professors (as reported in chapter letter No. VIIT, of November 21, 1958) in pro- 
testing the disclaimer affidavit requirement: and be it further 

Resolved That the University of Oregon Chapter of the American Association 
of University Professors request the Congress so to modify the existing legisla- 
tion as to remove the offending section: and be it further 

Resolved That the University of Oregon chapater respectfully request the 
administration of the University to refuse the acceptance and administration of 
any funds under the National Defense Edueation Act of 1958 unless and until the 
provision requiring a disclaimer oath in the form stated in title X. section 1001 
(f) (1) of the National Defense Education Act of 1958 has been deleted. 

Adopted by the chapter membership February 11, 1959. 


Cotry CoLLEecr. 
Waterville, Maine, May 8, 1959. 
Hon. JAMES FEF. MurRRAY, 


Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, U.S. Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MurrAyY: IT understand that hearings are underway on Senate 
bill S. 819, introduced by Senators Kennedy and Clark, nroposing the elimina- 
tion of section 1001(f) of title X of the National Defense Fducation Act. 

Mav I eall to vour attention the joint statement issned in January by the 
presidents of Bates, Bowdoin, and Colbv Colleges, as follows: 

“The faculties and administrations of Bates. Bowdoin, and Colhv Colleges are 
in agreement that the disclaimer affidavit provision in section 1001(f). title X. 
of the National Defense Education Act constitutes a serious threat to academic 
freedom. They join in urging Congress to eliminate this provision of the Na- 
tional Defense Education Act at the earliest opportunity.” 

I hone that this statement, among the many others that vou must also have 
received, will be helpful to the subcommittee conducting the hearings. 

Sincerely yours, 


Rosert E. L. Strmer, Dean. 


HARVARD UNIVERSITY, 
GRADUATE ScnHoorn oF EDUCATION, 


Cambridge, Mass., May 8, 1959. 
Senator James EF. Murray, 


Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
U.S. Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DeAR SENATOR MurRAY: It is my understanding that a subcommittee of the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare is currently conducting hearings con- 
cerning S. 819. This bill would eliminate section 1001(f) of title X of the Na- 
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tional Defense Education Act of 1958, which section requires an affirmative 
loyalty oath and a disclaimer of subversive beliefs and activities of all per- 
sons who would receive funds under the act. 

Section 1001(f) is a major defect in an act thoroughly admirable in most 
other respects. My reasons for expressing this opinion are as follows: 

1. The oaths represent an unwarranted and gratuitous insult to the students 
and the faculties of American institutions of higher education. The Con- 
gress, in requiring the oaths of the academic community and not of other groups 
who receive Government aid or privileges, is demonstrating a surprising lack 
of confidence in the patriotism and loyalty of college and university people. 

2. The oaths are ineffective in discovering the miniscule proportion of dis- 
loyal persons which may perhaps exist in any group, student or otherwise. 
If the oaths could help the Government uncover subversive persons, the insult 
to the entire group concerned might be justified; in the present instance, it 
cannot be justified, as disloyal persons will be quite happy to take the oaths, 
knowing that they will remain undetected. 

3. The wording of the oaths, and the lack of specific interpretations of various 
phrases, can only result in an undesirable vagueness of meaning for those who 
take them. Such vagueness is not desirable in a law to which are attached 
severe penalties for perjury. There will be two results to this vagueness: 
either the student will consider the oaths as minor annoyances to be given little 
consideration (which was hardly the intention of the Congress), or he will be 
intimidated by them and forego a number of legal, if marginal, activities (which 
Congress did not intend either). 

4. The National Defense Education Act, is, hopefully, merely the first involve- 
ment, on a broad basis, of the Federal Government in the affairs of public edu- 
cation. As a citizen who has been and remains a staunch advocate of the 
principle of Federal aid to education, and as a believer that such aid can be 
extended without undue interference with the freedoms and rights of existing 
institutions and of the citizens of the Nation, I am convinced that the present 
policy of requiring loyalty oaths seriously curtails the political and academic 
freedom of the students and faculty members who submit to them, and thereby 
impairs the educational process which the act proper was enacted to encourage. 
The present precedent is a dangerous one for future laws affecting education, 
and should be reversed. 

There are, of course, other objections to section 1001(f), such as that of un- 
constitutionality, which may be raised. The above are, however, the more im- 
portant ones. For amplification of points made in this letter, I wish to refer you 
to the letter written by President Pusey of this university to Senator John 
Kennedy, dated April 28, 1959, and now, I believe, entered into the record 
of your subcommittee; and to the statement of the officers of the American Asso- 
ciation of University Professors, dated November 1, 1958, which has been sent 
to each Member of the Congress. I endorse these statements wholeheartedly. 

I wish to urge most strenuously that your committee favorably report S. 819 
to the floor of the Senate at the earliest possible opportunity. 

Yours sincerely, 


JOHN D. Herzoe, Assistant to the Dean. 


HoOvUGHTON COLLEGE, 


Houghton, N.Y., May 2, 1959. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 


Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MurrAy: A recent bulletin from the American Council on Edu- 
caion indicates that hearings are now in progress looking toward the deletion 
of the loyalty affidavit presently required under the National Defense Education 
Act of 1958. The suggestion is made that those desiring to express an opinion 
should write directly to yourself, and that is the purpose of this letter. 

I should probably say at the outset that I am not enthusiastic about the 
wholesale entrance of the Federal Government into the business of student loans 
and subsidies. I doubt very much that this is a proper or advisable function 
for the National Government to assume. 

But accepting the scholarship program as a fact, I find it very difficult to fol- 
low the reasoning of those why cry out against the disclaimer affidavit and the 
oath or pledge (I prefer the latter term) of allegiance. No proposal is made 
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to question the recipient’s political views, nor is it a question here of prosecution 
for seditious opinions, or even for seditions statements and actions. 

It is instead a matter involving the acceptance of Government assistance, and 
it would seem that plain honesty on the part of an individual should inhibit his 
acceptance of such aid if he is working for or sympathetic with the overthrow 
of that government by unlawful means. All persons are not that honest, as we 
know, and it is to the interest of the individual as well as of the Nation that the 
question of loyalty be introduced. It is naturally and inevitably involved here. 

There is often some sympathy for the radical in academic circles, but to my 
mind the inclusion of these two loyalty items in the processing of scholarships 
which bear the name “national defense” will actually increase the respect of the 
applicants and of the general public for the Government’s good sense in taking 
some care that this aid be not handed out with studied avoidance of the question 
as to whether the recipients may. be actually planning to use this advantage for 
the detriment of the granter. 

Sincerely yours, 











STEPHEN W. PaAIne, President. 







































STATEMENT OF THE U.S. Section, WoMEN’S INTERNATIONAL LEAGUE FOR PEACE 
AND FREEDOM, ON REPEAL OF THE LOYALTY OATH SECTION AND THE DISCLAIMER 
AFFIDAVIT OF THE NATIONAL DEFENSE EpucaATIon Act AS Set FortTH IN S. 819 


The Women’s International League, U.S. Section, takes this occasion to ask 
your favorable report and support of S. 819, the bill to remove the loyalty oath 
and disclaimer affidavit from the National Defense Education Act of 1958. As 
so many other Americans—teachers, students, citizens—we oppose section 
1001(f) of the National Defense Education Act because of our firm belief that 
the security of our country lies in the freely given devotion and loyalty of its 
citizens, not in compelled disclaimers of disaffection or repeated protests of 
fidelity. 

We believe that everyone should have a right to study, pursue, and choose 
freely from all points of view, feeling as we do that such free inquiry and choice 
will only emphasize the valuable principles of American democracy and lead 
naturally to support for the abiding values of American constitutional govern- 
ment and way of life. 

We deplore the implied assumption that any class or section of our people is 
automatically suspect and needs especially to be challenged as to its personal 
rectitude and use of liberty. We feel that many of the great free spirits of the 
present, like those of the past—Henry Thoreau or Ralph Waldo Emerson, not 
to mention Thomas Paine and Thomas Jefferson—would refuse as a matter of 
principle to take such oaths and make such disclaimers. Hence they would, 
as a matter of principle, be depriving themselves and their country of the benefit 
of special training and service. We must never forget that it was the free 
spirits, the dissenters, and nonconformists who peopled this land and helped 
make it the beacon light of liberty to the world. 

Hence we feel anything that would discourage free exchange of ideas in the 
classroom is unworthy of our past and would lead to complete stultification of 
the educational process and hasten the decline of American civilization. With 
many other Americans we “oppose all oaths of nondisloyalty and the penalizing 
of citizens for the exercise of their constitutional rights.” 





ROOSEVELT UNIVERSITY, 
Chicago, Ill., March 23, 1959. 

Mr. ARTHUR S. FLEMMING, 

Secretary, Office of Education, 

U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 

Washington, D.C. 


DeaR Mr. FLEMMING: I have noted with pleasure your statement concerning 
the undesirability of the disclaimer and oath requirements of the National 
Defense Education Act and recommending that the act be amended to delete 
them. I share with many members of the faculty and administrative staff of 
Roosevelt University a strong objection to these requirements, and urge you to 
do all in your power to bring about the enactment of legislation which will 
eliminate them from the act. 
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We have not taken the extreme course which some schools have of refusing 
to participate in the student loan program, but we have taken the action of with- 
holding our own very limited funds from the program, in order that they may 
be used to make loans to students who are ineligible, including those who 
conscientiously cannot sign the disclaimer and oath. 

The disclaimer requirement, carrying with it as it does the implication of 
presumption of guilt, is most objectionable. Not only is it ambiguous and subject 
to abuse through interpretation, but it imputes to students and members of the 
academic profession a greater tendency to disloyalty than members of other 
groups receiving comparable benefits from the United States Government. Those 
who are genuinely disloyal will sign it without hesitation and probably with 
impunity, while it will bar from the benefits of the program those who are so 
sensitively devoted to the basic principles of our free society that they cannot 
conscientiously foreswear themselves in this way. The affirmative oath of alle- 
giance, while less objectionable, stlil carries with it the special stigma of singling 
out the academic profession for enforced protestation of loyalty. 

If the universities are to remain centers of intellectual creativity in our 
society, they must not be subjected, in the interest of a short-sighted conception 
of national security, to this kind of enforced conformity. Like censorship of 
textbooks and the suppression of freedom of speech and assembly, these require- 


ments strike at the very foundations of our free society—the freedom of the 
human mind and spirit. 


Sincerely, 
EDWARD J. SPARLING, President. 


WHEATON COLLEGE, 


Norton, Mass., April 30, 1959. 
Hon. JAMES E. MURRAY, 


U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MurRRAY: I am writing the hope that you and your colleagues 
will do as much as you can to insure the passage of Senate bill 819, introduced 
by Senators Kennedy and Clark. 

While I along with other educators have warmly appreciated the enactment 
of the National Defense Education Act of 1958, I have deplored the requirement 
of a “disclaimer affidavit’ and the requirement of an affirmative oath of alle- 
giance. I believe the overwhelming majority of young people in our colleges are 
just as loyal as any other citizens and I deplore the fact that any of them should 
be subjected to requirements of allegiance simply because they may need 
financial aid. The record of our colleges and universities in peace and war has 
been so amply demonstrated again and again that there should be no need of 
any such special allegiance provisions as are contained in the National Defense 
Education Act of 1958. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. Howarp MENEELY, President. 


—— 


UnIon COLLEGE, 
Schenectady, N.Y., May 12, 1959. 
Hon. JAMES BE. Murray, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MurRAY: The bulletin of the American Council on Education, 
dated April 27, tells me that your subcommittee of the Senate Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare is holding hearings on amending section 1001(f) of 
the National Defense Education Act of 1958. 

The members of the Union College Chapter of the American Association of 
University Professors have asked me to call your attention to the letter we 
wrote 2 months ago to our Congressman, Samuel Stratton. Similar letters were 
sent also to Senators Javits and Keating. I am enclosing a copy of the letter 
as well as a copy of the letter sent to the local newspapers. We hope they will 
be of value to your subcommittee in its consideration of an amendment to the act. 

Sincerely yours, 
CaRL NIEMEYER, 
Professor of English, President, Union College Chapter of AA UP. 
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Marcu 10, 1959. 
Hon. SAMUEL 8S. STRATTON, 
New House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN STRATTON: A month ago at a regular meeting of the 
Union College faculty, President Carter Davidson brought to our attention the 
action of the Association of American Colleges in objecting to the disclaimer 
affidavit and the oath of allegiance required of students applying for loans under 
the National Defense Education Act of 1958. After a brief discussion the faculty 
unanimously endorsed the stand of the AAC. Only a few days ago the Union 
College Chapter of the American Association of University Professors met to 
consider the affidavit and oath more fully. At the end of an hour-long meeting 
the 30 members present reaffirmed their stand and voted to express opposition to 
both the affidavit and the oath. They have asked me, their president, to tell 
you of our reasons and to bespeak your support of our stand. 

To the disclaimed affidavit opposition was unanimous, and its repeal was 
strongly urged. These reasons were advanced: First, the affidavit violates the 
important principle of freedom of inquiry. To force a student to swear that he 
“does not believe in” something is to restrict that freedom to search for wider, 
more accurate knowledge and for better ways of doing things that has always 
been part of the American heritage and is a necessary condition of our demo- 
eratic society. And second, the disclaimer affidavit places in jeopardy the 
student who signs it, because it is so vaguely worded that he cannot be sure he 
has not perjured himself. In short, such an affidavit is contrary to the very 
principles which the United States is seeking to preserve in its struggle against 
Soviet communism. 

The chapter’s opposition to the oath of allegiance, though voiced with slightly 
less urgency, was also general and its repeal, too, was strongly favored. The 
principal objection to the oath requirement is that it is discriminatory. The act 
singles out students and prospective professors as objects of suspicion. Other 
people who are granted loans by the Federal Government—-farmers, businessmen, 
persons obtaining FHA or GI mortgages—are not legally compelled to swear an 
oath. Why are students and professors presumed less trustworthy than these 
others? Moreover, the act discriminates against poor students, who need money 
to finish their education, by requiring of them an oath which other students need 
not take. 

A further reason for objecting to the required oath of allegiance is that such 
an oath is unnecessary and, in a sense, degrading for Americans whose loyalty 
is beyond question and who have deep-seated feelings about their loyalty; 
whereas for disloyal persons it is an empty ritual which does not in the least 
act as a deterrent. 

We understand that bills to repeal this section of the act are in committee 
in both Houses. If a bill to repeal comes to a vote in the House of Representa- 
tives, we hope you will feel able to give it your strong support. 

Sincerely yours, 
CARL NIEMEYER, 
Professor of English, President, Union College Chapter of AAUP. 


BAILEY HALL, UNION COLLEGE, 
Schenectady, N.Y., March 18, 1959. 
Epiror, SCHENECTADY GAZETTE, 
Schenectady, N.Y. 


DEAR Sir: The National Defense Education Act of 1958 provides loans to stu- 
dents “whose academic background indicates superior capacity or preparation 
in science, mathematics, engineering, or modern foreign languages,” or to “stu- 
dents with a superior background who express a desire to teach in elementary 
or secondary schools.” The act has many good features, but before it was 
passed a section was added at the last moment, requiring students granted the 
loans to execute an affidavit disclaiming membership in or support of “any 
organization that believes in or teaches, the overthrow of the U.S. Government 
by force or violence,” and to swear an oath of allegiance to the United States. 

Educators take exception to the disclaimer and the oath, not, of course, be- 
cause they believe in the overthrow of the Government or object to a profession 
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of allegiance to the United States, but because the act by thus singling out the 
students who are to benefit seems to imply that they are less trustworthy than 
other ee or than others who receive Government loans without swearing 
an oath. 

Both the Association of American Colleges, composed of deans and presidents 
of institution of higher learning, and the American Association of University 
Professors, whose membership includes most teachers in colleges and universi- 
ties, have protested this section of the act. Some institutions, among them Bryn 
Mawr, Haverford, and Swarthmore, have even refused to accept the money for 
loans. 

The Union College Chapter of the AAUP has also declared its opposition to 
this part of the act. The chapter hopes that the bills to repeal this section, now 
in committee in both the House and the Senate, will be passed, to remove an 
objectionable feature from an admirable piece of legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
CARL NIEMEYER, 
Professor of English, President, Union College Chapter of AAUP, 


EASTERN MICHIGAN COLLEGE, 


Ypsilanti, Mich., May 11, 1959. 
Senator JAMES MURRAY, 


Senate Building, Washington, D.C. 


HONORABLE Sir: With reference to the National Defense Act of 1958 and the 
proposed amending of section 1001f of this act to eliminate an affirmative oath 
of allegiance, I want to say that I am strongly opposed to the elimination of this 
provision. I have also talked with many of my associates and they are of like 
opinion. 

It would appear that Federal funds should not be used to educate those who 
are not loyal to the U.S. Government. 

Respectfully yours, 
BENJAMIN KLAGER, Controller. 


Bowpoin COLLEGE 
srunswick, Maine 


A RESOLUTION OF THE FACULTY OF BOWDOIN COLLEGE VOTED 
JANUARY 12, 1959 


Whereas the National Defense Eduction Act of 1958 forbids any payments 
to a participant unless such individual first has executed an affidavit concerning 
his beliefs and associations and has taken an oath of allegiance; and 

Whereas we, the faculty of Bowdoin College, believe the requirement of the 
affidavit to be harmful to academic freedom and to the interests of education 
in a democratic society ; and 

Whereas the oath, in its form unexceptionable, is in this context useless in 
uncovering subversion, and invidious in its connotation ; and 

Whereas our reasons for holding these views are set forth in the “Statement 
of Bowdoin Faculty” attached to and made a part of this resolution; and 

Whereas we believe it our duty as responsible members of a college faculty in 
a free society to make known our views ; be it 

Resolved, That, we strongly urge that the National Defense Education Act 
of 1958 be amended to remove section 1001(f) of title X. 


STATEMENT OF BowboIN Faculty CONCERNING AFFADAVIT AND OATH 
REQUIREMENTS 


Section 1001(f) of title X of the National Defense Education Act of 1958 
forbids the making of payments to any participant under the act “unless such 
individual (1) has executed and filed with the Commissioner an affidavit that 
he does not believe in, and is not a member of and does not support any organi- 
zation that believes in or teaches, the overthrow of the U.S. Government by 
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force or violence or by any illegal or unconstitutional methods, and (2) has 
taken and subscribed to an oath or affirmation in the following form: 

“I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will bear true faith and allegiance 
to the United States of America and will support and defend the Constitution 
and laws of the United States against all its enemies, foreign and domestic.” 

We, the faculty of Bowdoin College, strongly object to the affidavit requirement 
on the following grounds: 

First, it will restrict the exercise of academic freedom by both students and 
teachers. This effect arises because the affidavit constitutes an inquiry into 
belief and association and because its meaning is extremely vague. No objective 
criteria are given for identifying the organizations alluded to, and what con- 
stitutes support is not specified. In these circumstances, the signer is acquiesc- 
ing in a largely unknown commitment, and such a vagueness might be construed 
as a blanket rejection of participation in any organized activity that might now 
or someday fall under suspicion. Not only is the requirement that a person 
pledge to conduct himself by such vague standards, with criminal liability at- 
taching to violations, a denial of due process of law, but its imposition will 
cause some persons who have signed to be intimidated. In place of a fearless 
and honest search for truth, and a vigorous dissemination of the fruits of 
research, there will begin to appear in educational institutions, among both 
students and teachers, a feeling of hesitancy and fear and a consequent restric- 
tion on the free inquiry and association that are the heart of academic freedom. 

Second, the affidavit requirement should be removed on the grounds that it 
is of very dubious constitutionality in the light of the U.S. Supreme Court's 
decision in Wieman v. Updegraff (73 S. Ct. 215) in which the Oklahoma teach- 
ers’ oath was declared unconstitutional because of its vagueness. 

Third, the requirement of an affidavit is useless because subversives will not 
hesitate to sign, with the result that such affidavits become debased in the eyes 
of loyal citizens who also sign. Moreover, to direct this requirement specifically 
at teachers and young people who are students at institutions of higher learn- 
ing is invidious, implying that these persons are members of a suspect group. 

The requirement of the oath in the National Defense Education Act seems 
to us to present completely different problems. Allegiance is a necessary ac- 
companiment of citizenship. The usual form for the expression of such al- 
legiance is by oath. The oath in the National Defense Education Act is such 
an oath in its traditional form. To require such an oath is the right of the 
Government. We believe, however, that it is useless and invidious to require 
it on this occasion, useless because disloyalty is not eliminated by formalities, 
and invidious since it selects the beneficiaries of Government assistance in one 
area and not in others. We therefore believe that the act would be strengthened 
by the elimination of the oath requirement. 


RENSSELAER POLYTECHNIC INSTSTUTE, 
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
Troy, N.Y., May 5, 1959. 
Hon. JAMES E. MuRRAY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MurrAy: I understand that your subcommittee of the Senate 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare is holding hearings on amendments to 
section 1001(f) of the Nationa! Defense Education Act of 1958. 

Because I strongly believe that the loyalty statements, which now are required 
of recipients of grants or loans under the act, are unnecessary and in fact po- 
tential handicaps to the operation of the act, I wish to endorse the view already 
expressed to your subcommittee by the American Council on Education, to the 
effect that deletion of this section would make it possible to achieve more nearly 
the objectives of the act. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. G. Fousom. 
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NATIONAL COUNCIL OF THE CHURCHES OF CHRIST 
IN THE UnirTep States or AMERICA, 
WASHINGTON OFFICE, 
Washington, D.C., May 5, 1959. 


Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Hducation, 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
U.S. Senate, 

Washington, D.C. 

DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN.: On behalf of the National Council of the Churches of 
Christ in the United States of America, I am enclosing for the information of 
yourself and the members of your committee, a copy of a pronouncement on the 
loyalty oath provision contained in the National Defense Education Act of 1958. 

The pronouncement was abopted by the General Board of the National Council 
of Churches at its meeing in Hartford, Conn., February 25-26, 1959. The Na- 
tional Council of Churches is constituted by 33 Protestant, Anglican, and Eastern 
Orthodox communions with a total membership in excess of 38 million. The 
general board is the governing body of the National Council between the triennial 
meetings of the assembly. 

The pronouncement urges the repeal of the National Education Act of 1958 re- 
quirement that each student receiving a loan or scholarship affirm that he is not 
a Subversive and is not a member of a subversive organization. As you will 
note, the pronouncement sets forth the conclusion that the loyalty oath require- 
ment (1) reverses the traditional concept of trust in the loyalty of free and un- 
coerced American citizens, (2) is, in actual practice, useless, serving only to 
deprive the benefits of the act from those who must conscientiously refuse to 
sign such an affidavit, and (3) is incompatible with the true freedom implicit 
in commitment to God in whose service, and that of our country, free students 
engaged in a free search for truth in a free university can best perform. 

If appropriate, we will appreciate your inserting this letter and the support- 
ing pronouncement in the record of the hearings. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES A. HAMILTON. 


A PRONOUNCEMENT 


A Policy Statement of the National Council of the Churches of Christ in the 
United States of America 


OATH IN NATIONAL DEFENSE EDUCATION ACT OF 1958 
Adopted by The General Board February 26, 1959 


We, the members of the General Board of the National Council of Churches, 
hereby register our protest against subsection f(1) of section 1001 of title X of 
the National Defense Education Act of 1958, which requires each student who 
receives a loan or scholarship to affirm that he is not a subversive and not a 
member of a subversive organization. 

1. The experience of almost two centuries has shown that the fundamental 
strength of the American political system and its basic difference from totali- 
tarian and tyrannical regimes is its trust in the integrity and loyalty of its free 
uncoerced citizens. This trust has been fully justified; the presumption of 
loyalty has begotten loyalty. The efforts of tyrants to coerce loyalty, on the 
other hand, have universally failed. The requirement of an affidavit denying 
disloyalty carries the clear implication that this trust no longer exists. 

2. We also believe such an affidavit to be useless. Persons genuinely disloyal 
to the United States would not hesitate to sign. The only students deprived of 
the benefits of the act would be those who refuse for reasons of conscientious 
loyalty to the basic presuppositions of American and religious freedom. 

3. Our chief objection, however, derives from our commitment to the God 
whose service is perfect freedom, a commitment solemnly expressed in the 
Declaration of Independence. We believe that His service, and that of our 
country, is best performed by free students engaged in a free search for truth 
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in a free university. The required affidavit is incompatible with the true free- 
dom implied in this commitment. 
For, 50; against, 1; abstentions, 0. 


LAKE ERIE COLLecE, 
Painesville, Ohio, May 5, 1959. 
Hon. JAMES FE. Murkay, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Srr: The following resolution, embodying the sentiments and judgments of the 

faculty of Lake Erie College with regard to section 1001 of the National Defense 
Cdueation Act of 1958, may be of interest to your subcommittee. 

At a regular meeting on March 18, the faculty of Lake Erie College considered 
the disclaimer affidavit, title X, section 1001(f) (1), of the National Defense Edu- 
eation Act of 1958. The affidavit was subjected to careful analysis and discus- 
sion before any action by the faculty was taken. 

It was generally agreed that the motive of the affidavit was unobjectionable: 
certainly enemies of the Government should not be educated with funds pro- 
vided by citizens for the maintenance and extension of the fundamental prin- 
ciples of their Government. The faculty agreed, however, that matters of belief 
are traditionally respected in democracies and that “test oaths” are unaccepta- 
ble on several grounds. 

First, such acts are usually unenforcible and ineffectual: How can it be deter- 
mined whether one believes in or supports organizations which teach the over- 
throw of the Government? How can such an act be effective against those most 
likely to evade it without qualms of conscience? How can it be guaranteed that 
tolerance of unpopular or minority opinions might not be misinterpreted, espe- 
cially in times of stress, as support of treasonable organizations? 

Second, such discrimination seems perilously close to an assertion that 
political orthodoxy should be the criterion for intellectual recognition and 
advancement. Surely, it must be evident that institutions of learning have a 
profound responsibility to encourage heterodox thinking, to provide an atmos- 
phere in which new ideas of all sorts can be developed and critically examined. 

Finally, the faculty agreed that the terms of the affidavit are so vague and ill 
defined that serious injustice might result from any effort to implement it. 
What organizations, specifically, are referred to? Who would determine them? 
And is it possible that the framers meant to imply that overthrow of the Govern- 
ment is justifiable provided it is accomplished by legal or constitutional means? 

Upon consideration of all these points, the faculty voted its unanimous dis- 
approval of the disclaimer affidavit. Any bill which proposes the repeal of the 
affidavit would be generally applauded by the faculty of Lake Erie College. 

Sincerely yours, 


PauL WEAVER, President. 


IDAHO STATE COLLEGE CHAPTER OF 
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS, 


Pocatello, Idaho, May 5, 1959. 
Hon. JAMES FE. Murray, 


Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MurRAY: The following resolution states the unanimous opinion 
of the Idaho State College chapter of American Association of University 
Professors as expressed at its meeting held Monday, May 4, 1959: 

Whereas the national officers of the American Association of University 
Professors have informed all members of the 86th Congress of their disapproval 
of title X, Section 1001(f)(1) of the National Defense Education Act of 1958, 
concerning requirements that any person receiving a grant or loan under any 
provision of the act must execute a disclaimer affidavit asserting that he “does 
not believe in, and is not a member of and does not support any organization that 
believes in or teaches, the overthrow of the U.S. Government by force and 
violence or by any illegal or unconstitutional methods” ; 

And whereas a subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare, under the chairmanship of Senator James E. Murray, of Montana, 
began hearings April 29 on a proposed bill (S. 819), introduced by Senators 
Kennedy and Clark, to eliminate section 1001(f) from the act entirely; 
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And whereas the Idaho State College chapter of the AAUP agrees with its 
national leadership that the disclaimer affidavit requirement is vague, possibly 
unconstitutional, and invidious: Therefore, be it Resolved, That the ISC chapter 
of AAUP immediately inform Senator Murray and the entire Idaho congres- 
sional delegation of our opposition to the disclaimer affidavit. 

We respectfully request that due attention be given to this resolution in your 
considerations of congressional action on the matter of the disclaimer affidavit. 

Sincerely, 
BETTY RHODENBAUGH, 
President, ISC chapter of AAUP. 


NORWICH UNIVERSITY, 
Northfield, Vt., May 5, 1959. 
Senator JAMES FE. MURRAY, 


Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MuRRAyY : It is inconceivable that any young man, a citizen of the 
United States, receiving a grant or a loan under the provisions of section 1001(f) 
of the National Defense Act of 1958, would refuse to execute the presently re- 
quired disclaimer affidavit and the affirmative oath of allegiance to the Govern- 
ment and the Constitution of the United States. Are we to expend our means 
to educate parlor pinks, pacifists, dissenters, Communists, or members of other 
disloyal groups? What contribution will men of this character make to the 
national defense effort, or to the security of the United States? Why should 
nonconformists, men unwilling to dedicate themselves in support of the Con- 
stitution and the Government of the United States be favored by Federal 
scholarship aid? 

Academic freedom is essential in our colleges and universities, but it should 
never be used to sponsor individuals who are of questionable character and 
who have indicated their instability by refusing te disclaim membership or sup- 
port of a subversive group, or to swear their allegiance to the Government and 
the Constitution of the United States. Be assured, that there are thousands 
of loyal and conscientious young men in this country who are in need of scholar- 
ship grants or aid, and who are pround to meet the present requirements of 
the National Defense Educational Act of 1958. 

It is justifiable for the Government to demand of any citizen of the United 
States receiving a grant or a loan under the provisions of the National Defense 
Educational Act of 1958, or under any other act of Congress, an oath of allegi- 
ance to the Government and the Constitution of the United States. The dis- 
claimer affidavit and the Oath of Allegiance presently required of participants 
of the scholarship grant and aid program authorized by the National Defense 
Education Act of 1958, is fully justifiable and should be continued in force. 

Respectfully yours, 
E. N. HARMON, 
Major General USA ( Retired), 
President. 


WHEATON COLLEGE, 
Wheaton, Ill., May 6, 1959. 
Hon. JAMES FE. MurrRay, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.O. 


DEAR SENATOR MuRRAY: I was distressed to learn through a recent release 
from the American Council on Education that your committee is being urged to 
recommend the deletion of the requirement of loyalty affidavits from those receiv- 
ing aid under the National Defense Education Act of 1958. 

It was my privilege to attend the conference on higher education sponsored 
by the National Association of Higher Education of the National Education As- 
sociation held in Chicago in March, and I am convinced that even though that 
convéntion went on record as favoring the action which is now being recom- 
mended by the American Council on Education, the majority of educators in 
America still favor the retention of that provision in the law. Many of us are 
alarmed by the position taken by leaders in the field of education and by the 
inroads of communism in our country. 

I speak for my colleagues on this campus and for a host of educators through- 
out the country when I respectfully request you to use your influence to maintain 
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every safeguard to the American way of life which includes the requirement of 2 
statement of loyalty to those who are to be helped by our Government or who 
are to serve in any capacity connected with it. 
Very sincerely yours, 
Enock C. DyRNEss, Registrar. 


Washington, D.C., May 6, 1959. 
Re loyalty oath. 
Senator JAMES E. MuRRAY, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Education, 
Labor and Public Welfare Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR Murray: The American Coalition of Patriotic Societies in 
annual convention at the Mayflower Hotel this city, February 3, 1959, adopted a 
resolution to maintain the loyalty oath requirement in the National Defense Edu- 
cation Act of 1958. 

In the view of this organization, it should be a privilege any citizen should wel- 
come to take an oath “to bear true faith and allegiance to the United States of 
America and (will) support and defend the Constitution and laws of the United 
States against all its enemies, foreign and domestic.” Students seeking Federal 
scholarship loans should be no exception to the requirement in the military 
services and in Government employ generally. 

As a matter of fact there is no evidence that students generally take exception 
to the requirement. It is, on the contrary, their professors who take this ignoble 
position and put forward a strange rationalization that “academic freedom’ 
is somehow infringed. 

The Federal Government has had some experience in awarding scholarships to 
Communists and contributing to Red-dominated schools under the educational 
program of the GI bill of rights. Congress should plug the loophole which has 
brought embarrassment and endangered national security. 

If the loyalty oath were not effective, there would not be such a hue and cry 
raised against it. Subversives before congressional investigating committees 
constantly resort to the fifth amendment as a shield against stating where their 
loyalty lies. Apparently they are not anxious to take an oath of allegiance 
to the United States and many dupes and parlor intellectuals help them out 
of their dilemma. 

The American Coalition of Patriotic Societies urges that the requirement of an 
oath of allegiance to the United States be maintained in the National Defense 
Education Act of 1958. 

We would appreciate having this letter made a part of the hearing record. 

Sincerely, 
MADALEN D. LEEToR, 
Executive Secretary. 


YANKTON, S. Dax., May 5, 1959. 
Senator JAMES E. Murray, 


Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Senate Building, Washington, D.C.: 


Favor Kennedy-Clark bill. Very strongly believe section 1001(f) part one dis- 
claimer affidavit contrary to Nation’s traditions and interests. 


ADRIAN RONDILEAU, 
Yankton College. 


Co_uMBus, Mo., May 5, 1959. 
Senator JAMES E. Murray, 


Chairman, Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SENATOR MurRAyY: The Department of Philosophy of the University of 


Missouri is desirous of submitting an application for a grant under the National 
Defense Education. Act, section 4. However, members of the department are 
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unwilling to accept funds under the law as it now stands. We are unalterably 
opposed to the disclaimer affidavit and, though we do not regard the oath of al- 
legiance to the Constitution as offensive, we regard it as unnecessary. 

The philosophical enterprise is predicated upon freedom of inquiry and respect 
for the integrity of the individual inquirer, The student must be made to feel 
that his integrity as a thinker is respected. It is not in keeping with the aims 
and ideals of philosophy that the student, at the initation of his graduate career, 
should be submitted to scrutiny with respect to his views, political, social, or 
otherwise. 

It is our hope that your committee may find it desirable that this objectionable 
feature of the law be eliminated, and that, with your support, legislation to 
that effect may be adopted prior to the date on which applications must be 
submitted. 

Respectfully submitted. 

W. DONALD OLIVER, 
Chairman, Department of Philosophy. 


BENNINGTON COLLEGE, 
Bennington, Vt., May 4, 1959. 
Senator JAMES E. MURRAY, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeaR SENATOR Murray: The trustees of Bennington College voted on May 2, 
1959, to return to the U.S. Commissioner of Education funds received by the 
college from the Commissioner for a student loan fund to be established under 
the National Defense Education Act. The trustees acted on recommendations 
from the students, faculty, and president of the college. 

Oscar M. Ruebhausen, chairman of the board of trustees, in explaining the 
board’s action said: “Bennington College is opposed to the requirement of a 
disclaimer and an oath to be signed by students as a condition of receiving a 
loan under the National Defense Education Act student loan program—a pro- 
gram which it otherwise favors. We feel that to single out students, and more 
particularly needy students, as a special class required to disclaim beliefs and 
executive oaths is discriminatory. The exaction of a disclaimer and oath as, in 
effect, a test of who shall and who shall not receive education endangers the 
essential spirit of higher education in a free society.” 

It is our understanding that you are chairman of a subcommittee of the Senate 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare which has opened hearings on a bill 
(S. 819) that would eliminate the disclaimer and oath from the act. The reso- 
lution passed by the committee requested that this statement be transmitted to 
you as chairman of that subcommittee. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILuiAM C. FELSs, President. 


AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS, 
UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI CHAPTER, 


Columbia, Mo., May 14, 1959. 
Senator JAMES E. Murray, 


Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sir: In accordance with instructions from the University of Missouri 
Chapter of the American Association of University Professors, I report to you 
the following action, taken by the chapter at its meeting on February 25, 1959: 

“It was duly moved and seconded that this chapter oppose the requirement 
of a disclaimer affidavit from students receiving funds under the National 
Defense Education Act. * * * The motion was carried.” 

Sincerely, 
CHARLOTTE G. WELLS, President. 
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VETERANS OF FoREIGN WARS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D.C., May 14, 1959. 

Re S. 819. 

Senator JAMES E MurRay, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Education, 

Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR MurkRaAy: This is to express the interest and concern of the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States with respect to S. 819 which 
would remove from the Defense Education Act of 1958 the provision for the 
signing of a loyalty oath before a person could benefit from said act. 

In view of the fact that the Defense Education Act of 1958 contained the 
requirement for signing a loyalty oath would seem to indicate a strong senti- 
ment in the Congress to make certain that the benefits of the act are not con- 
ferred upon anyone whose loyalty to the United States might be in question. 
It is, therefore, with some concern that our organization views the effort 
through S. 819 to remove this requirement without substituting some form of 
a safeguard. 

If experience and the sentiment of Congress indicate that the requirement 
for signing a loyalty oath is unreasonable, intemperate, and not in the best 
interests of the act, may I suggest the possibility of a substitute provision which 
will, to a large extent, accomplish a similar purpose but without requiring the 
oath. 

It is suggested that in lieu of the provision for the signing of a loyalty oath, 
a Substitute provision be included in the Defense Education Act of 1958 which 
would deny benefits to any applicant who is a member of the Communist Party 
or a member of any organization listed by the U.S. Attorney General as sub- 
versive. Such a provision would protect, to some extent, the payment of Fed- 
eral funds to applicants for benefits under the 1958 Defense Education Act 
who are identified as Communists or members of Communist front organiza- 
tions as determined by the Attorney General. 

The suggested substitute follows a pattern or procedure which has been 
used by the Congress in the past as riders to appropriation acts to prevent the 
payment of Federal funds to persons who belong to subversive organizations and 


is, therefore, of questionable loyalty where the United States is concerned. 
Respectfully yours, 


















Omar B. KetcuuM, Director. 
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ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS, 
Mopesto JUNIOR COLLEGE CHAPTER, 
Vodesto, Calif... May 12, 1959. 















Hon. JAMES FE. MURRAY, 
Senator From Montana, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Honorep Sra: Our AAUP Chapter at the junior college has gone on record, 
after a poll of the members, for the deletion of the disclaimer affidavit in section 
1001(f) of the National Defense Education Act of 1958. 

The bulletin volume VIII, No. 15 from the American Council of Education was 


late in reaching our chapter president, Dr. Roy F. Hudson, so this is later than 
it should be. 


Sincerely yours, 
EstHer M. WItitAMs, Secretary. 













Det MAR COLLEGE, 
Corpus Christi, Tex., May 138, 1959. 
Hon. JAMES E. MuRRAY, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
17.8. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR Murray: May I express my opposition to Senate bill 819, intro- 
duced by Senators Kennedy and Clark, which would eliminate the loyalty affi- 
davits in the National Defense Education Act of 1958. I strongly urge that this 
section of the act not be changed. 
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Public schooi children all over America pledge allegiance to the flag. This is 
as it should be. Why should adults be excused from the same expression of 
loyalty to our country, especially those who are receiving loans to further their 
education. 

Very truly yours, 


E. L. Harvin, President. 


ALLIANCE COLLEGE, 
Cambridge Springs, Pa., May 12, 1959. 
Senator JAMES FE. MuRRAY, 


Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MURRAY: I am told by the American Council on Education that 
you are in charge of hearings on the National Defense Education Act. 

In my view the disclaimer affidavit should stay in, because no loyal American 
student should refuse to sign such an affidavit and if a disloyal one signs it he 
may he prosecuted as a perjurer I also believe in the affirmative oath of alle- 
giance to the Government and the Constitution of the United States. 

Although Alliance College is a member of the American Council on Education, 
vou see that I disagree with President Everett N. Case, of Colgate University, 
who will testify on behalf of the council. 

Trusting my views will have due considerations, I am 

Very sincerely yours, 
Dr. A. P. CoteMAN, President. 


ScnHoort CoMMISSION OF THE POLISH NATIONAL ALLIANCE, SUPERVISING AND 
CONTROLLING ALLIANCE COLLEGE, CAMBRIDGE SPRINGS, PA, 


GENERAL OFFICERS OF PNA 


The Hon. B. F. Gunther, superior court judge, censor of the PNA, 810 City 
County Building, Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Edward Kozmer, Esq., vice censor of the PNA, 76 Corbin Avenue, Jersey 
City, N.J. 

Attorney Charles Rozmarek, president of the PNA, 1514-20 West Division 
Street, Chicago, Il. 

Mrs. Frances Dymek, vice president of the PNA, 1514-20 West Division Street, 
Chicago, Ml. 

Dr. Stephen F. Lisowski, vice president of the PNA 1514-20 West Division 
Street, Chicago, Il. 

Joseph F. Foszez, Esq., secretary-general of the PNA, 1514-20 West Division 
Street, Chicago, Il. 

Adam Tomaszkiewicz, Esq., Treasurer of the PNA, 1514-20 West Division 
Street, Chicago, Il. 

DIRECTORS 


Henry Dudek, Esq., 137 Hermit Street, Philadelphia, Pa. 

Mrs. Katherine Ziemba-Dienes, 11655 South Lowe Avenue, Chicago, Ill. 

Mrs. Bronistawa Helkowska, 4305 North Austin Avenue, Chicago, Il. 

Mrs. Caroline Spisak, 5610 South Seeley Avenue, Chicago, Tl. 

Dr. M. W. Majchrowicz, 4645 South Ashland Avenue, Chicago, Ill., and 429 
South West 28th Road, Miami, Fla. 

Adolf Pachucki, Esq., 1080 Forest Road, Schenectady, N.Y. 

Bonawentura Migata, Fsq., 1506 North Kedzie Avenue, Chicago, Il. 

John Ulatowski, Esq., 1104 North Ashland Avenue, Chicago, Tl. 

Francis Odrobina, Esq., 14633 Westpoint, Wyandotte, Mich. 

Henry Spindor, Esq., 5017 South Kedvale Avenue, Chicago, Il. 

Dr. W. L. Sadilek, chief medical director of PNA, 1514-20 West Division Street, 
Chicago, Tl. 

Leon Mattek, Esq., general counsel of PNA, 1514-20 West Division Street, 
Chicago, Tl. 

J. Stanley Swiercezynski, Esq., general manager of publications of PNA, 1201 
North Milwaukee Avenue, Chicago, Tl. 

Charles Piatkiewicz, Esq., editor-in-chief, Alliance Publications, 1201 North 
Milwankee Avenue, Chicago, TIl. 
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COM MISSIONERS 


District 1. Massachusetts, New Hampshire, and Rhode Island: Joseph Dance 
wicz, Esq., 333 Union Street, New Bedford, Mass., Telephone 6-9157; Mrs. 
Bronistawa F. Niemyska, 150 Willow, West Roxbury, Mass. 

District 2. The State of Connecticut: Stanley NiedZwiecki, Esq., 10 Moufthrop 
Street, Ansonia, Conn.;: Mrs. Theodora Drozd-Zegota, 2480 Corbin Avenue 
New Britain, Conn. 

District 3. Eastern section of the State of New York: Leopold Charles Babirecki, 
Esq., 339 East 18th Street, New York, N.Y., telephone SPring 7-2752; Mrs 
Anna Tuman, 1309 Schuyler Street, Utica, N.Y. 

District 4. Western section of the State of New York: John F. Nowak, Esq., 90 
Rejtan Street, Buffalo 6, N.Y.; Mrs. Mary Tuchewicz, 956 Emerson Avenue, 
Syracuse, N.Y. 

District 5. New Jersey, excepting city of Camden: Thaddeus Giergielwicz, Es«.. 
140 Carlton Avenue, Jersey City, N.J.; Mrs. Felicia Zochowska, 23 Ferry 
Street, South River, N.J. 

District 6. Maryland; District of Columbia; Delaware; southeastern Pennsy!- 
vania; Camden, N.J.; Atlantic coast including Florida; Wladislaw Szezygiet, 
Esq., 2428 East Hazzard Street, Philadelphia, Pa.; Mrs. Leokadia Misiora, 
6201 Carter Avenue, Baltimore, Md. 

District 7, Northeastern Pennsylvania: Ludwig Sliwinski, Esq., 462 Main Street, 
Kingston P.O., Edwardsville, Pa.; Mrs. Helen Rozajewska-Dworczak, 604 
Dundoff Street, Dickson City, Pa. 

District 8. Western Pennsylvania: Michael L. Holodnik, Esq., 1015 Wallis 
Avenue, Farrell, Pa.; Mrs. Emily Janowska, 5530 Centre Avenue, Pittsburgh, 
Pa. 

District 9. States of Ohio, West Virginia, and Virginia: W. L. Dworakowski, 
Esq., 606 Akron S.L. Building, Akron, Ohio; Mrs. Irene Wallace, 536 Sixth 
Street, Campbell, Ohio. 

District 10. Michigan, excluding the Northern Peninsula: Jacob Lewandowski, 
Esq., 5145 Mitchell Avenue, Detroit, Mich.; Mrs. Joseph Wolae, 9461 Charest, 
Hamtramck, Mich. 

District 11. Southern Indiana and Illinois, and States of Missouri, Nebraska. 
Kansas, Arkansas, Texas, and Colorado: Francis P. Kawa, Esq., 5064 South 
37th Street, Omaha, Nebr., telephone MArket 3344; Mrs. Mary Godlewska, 
1307-A Missouri Avenue, East St. Louis, Illinois. 

District 12. Southwest Illinois and South Chicago: Francis Jendryaszek, Esq.. 
10407 South Forest Avenue, Chicago, Ill.; Mrs. Mary L. Gierut-Szelag, 5746 
South Newland Avenue, Chicago, Il. 

District 13. North Chicago and northern Illinois: Valentine Kozuch. Esq., 826 
North Ashland Avenue, Chicago, Ill.; Mrs. Rosalie Wojcik, 2804 Logan Boule- 
vard, Chicago, Il. 

District 14. States of Wisconsin, Iowa, Minnesota, Northern Peninasia of 
Michigan, North Dakota, and Manitoba; Canada: Joseph T. Tobola, Hsgq., 
Thorp, Wis.; Mrs. Wiadystawa Podkomorska, 1700 West Lincoln Ave., Mil- 
waukee, Wis. 

District 15. Northern Indiana: John Ziemba, Esq., 3880 Jefferson Street, Gary, 
Ind.; Mrs. Constance Czarnecka, 328 157th Street, Calumet City, III. 

District 16. States of California, Oregon, and Washington: Constantine Dom- 
browski, Esq., 1508 Aberdeen Avenue, Aberdeen, Wash.; Mrs. Bronistawa 
Czarnecka, 14807 Sylvan Street, Van Nuys, Calif. 


MERCY COLLEGE, 
Detroit Mich. 

DeaR SENATOR MURRAY: In your consideration of amending section 1001(F) 
of the National Defense Education Act of 1958, please keep in mind that Everett 
N. Case of Colgate University (who is chairman of the American Council on 
Education’s Committee on Relationships to the Federal Government) does not 
represent the whole body of. higher education. 

Personally I believe that during these extreme times, when the forces of 
communism are using every method eo infiltrate and poison the American way 
of life at home and abroad, that the provisions of the aforesaid bill should be 
maintained. 
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If any change should be made it should be to strengthen the provisions. 

There are many unloyal Americans, some known, many unknown. I hope 
that the commonsense Senators on your committee will not be hoodwinked by 
so-called liberal educators. Hear what they say, remember it for further use, 
then make your recommendations for a strong and firm policy. 


T. J. BRESNAHAN. 


HARVARD UNIVERSITY, 
GRADUATE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION, 
Cambridge, Mass., May 14, 1959. 
Senator JAMES E. MuRRAY, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MurRRAY: I wish to take this opportunity to urge the passing of 
S. 819, designed to eliminate section 1001(f) of title X of the National Defense 
Education Act of 1958. 

In my position as associate dean of the Harvard Graduate School of Eduea- 
tion, and director of the master of arts in teaching program (a joint degree 
offered by the faculty of arts and sciences and of the faculty of education), I 
am centrally involved in the allocation of scholarships and loans to prospective 
elementary and secondary school teachers at Harvard and Radcliffe. 

I am fully in accord with the position President Pusey has taken for Harvard 
University in his recent letter to Senator Kennedy, now a part of the records of 
your committee. As one who is directly in touch with students in the administra- 
tion of the act of 1958, I feel particularly strongly about the ambiguous position 
in which the future teacher is placed. The disclaimer affidavit singles out a 
class of individuals, future teachers, as a group of suspected loyalty. The word- 
ing of the affidavit is vague, and may cause future teachers to be timid in 
their social and political responsibilities. Teachers are our strongest bulwark 
in the training of future citizens for the support and defense of democracy. If 
they avoid all political entanglement, for reasons of timidity, they can never take 
part in the active fight against subversive elements. 

I believe that the act of 1958 established an important principle of financial 
assistance to prospective teachers in this time of school crisis. The oaths required 
under the act can only hinder the proper development of this principle. Those 
who object to the infringement of freedoms involved and who refuse aid will 
inevitably be those most loyal to the principle of American freedom and democ- 
racy, and nossiblv be most worthy of aid. 

T hope that your committee will report S. 819 favorably to the Senate and urge 
this action. 

Sincerely vours, 
Jupson T. SHAPLIN. 


UNIVERSITY OF OREGON, 
Eugene, Oreg., April 24, 1959. 
Hon. JAMES E. MurRRAY, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Education, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR Murray: Thank you your thoughtfulness in inviting me to ap- 
pear before your committee on April 29. University commitments make it im- 
possible for me to reach Washington in time. TI am, therefore. taking the liberty 
of sending a statement which you may wish to make part of the record of the 
hearings. 

Attached to my own statement is a resolution which has been nassed by the 
faculty of the University of Oregon, and which fairly reflects the opinion of 
academicians everywhere. I think it important to urge upon you the fact that 
these academicians are loyal, devoted men who give more than an ordinary 
amount of energy for surprisingly small rewards because they are interested in 
the welfare of our country. 

Sincerely yours, 
©. MereptrH Wirson, President. 
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STATEMENT BY O. MEREDITH WILSON, PRESIDENT OF THE UNIVERSITY OF OREGON, 
IN CONNECTION WITH HEARINGS ON S. 819, A Britt To AMEND THE NATIONAL 
DEFENSE EpucATION Act OF 1958 IN ORDER To REPEAL CERTAIN PROVISIONS 
REQUIRING AFFIDAVITS OF LOYALTY AND ALLEGIANCE 


The bill introduced by Senator Kennedy and Senator Clark, amending section 
1001 of the National Defense Education Act of 1958 by striking out subsection 
(f), is far reaching in its implications for American higher education. Its com- 
mendable simplicity may, unfortunately, conceal its significance. Its passage by 
the Congress, which I strongly urge, would speedily and effectively allay the 
fears which section 1001(f) has created regarding the pernicious dangers of Fed- 
eral control and interference with the free pursuit of the vital objectives of 
American colleges and universities. 

Practically all members of the academic community are agreed that section 
1001(f) is an unwise requirement which may seriously jeopardize one of the 
most farseeing pieces of legislation ever enacted by the Congress of the United 
States. Although the disclaimer oath requirement is far more objectionable than 
the loyalty oath provision, no harm, and possibly some good, would ensue from 
the elimination of both features. My remarks, however, shall be addressed 
primarily to the urgent necessity to eliminate the disclaimer oath. 

The disclaimer oath requirement may be viewed in a variety of ways. At 
best, it may be seen as an innocuous, illogical, and insulting piece of legislation. 
Experience with legislative provisions of this sort has clearly demonstrated that 
it cannot achieve its objective of preventing persons engaged in subversive ac- 
tivities from enjoying the benefits of the act. Unnecessary and ineffective 
affidavits required only of college and university students as a condition of re- 
ceiving Federal benefits constitute a direct insult to those who are preparing 
themselves for useful and dedicated careers in the cultural, scientific, and intel- 
lectual life of the Nation. 

At its worst, however, the disclaimer oath must be seen as an insidious and 
harinful mode of thought control, as an unhealthy interference by the Federal 
Government with freedom of thought, as symptomatic of strong anti-intellectual 
tendencies in certain quarters, and as a dangerous precedent in the development 
of sound government-university relationships. From this perspective flow the 
well-justified anxieties of most faculty members regarding the potential mischief 
of a disclaimer oath. 

I am confident that passage by Congress of S. 819 will remove the fears of 
those who believe that Federal participation in education will bring Federal con- 
trol, introducing pressures for conformity which may starve the spirit of liberty. 

I believe that the National Defense Education Act is, in its constructive ele 
ments, a well-conceived, significant step toward solving the educational problem 
in America. Striking out section 1001(f) will eliminate a serious barrier to the 
achievement of the positive goals of this important legislation. 

In my judgment, the objections to section 1001(f) apply equally as well to 
section 15(d) of the National Science Foundation Act of 1950. 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED UNANIMOUSLY BY THE FACULTY, UNIVERSITY OF 
OREGON, MARCH 4, 1959 


Whereas the National Defense Education Act of 1958 provides in section 
1001(f) (1) and (2) that: “No part of any funds appropriated or otherwise made 
available for expenditure under authority of this Act shall be used to make 
payments or loans to any individual unless such individual (1) has executed 
and filed with the Commissioner an affidavit that he does not believe in, and 
is not a member of and does not support any organization that believes in or 
teaches, the overthrow of the United States Government by force or violence or 
by any illegal or unconstitutional methods, and (2) has taken and subscribed 
to an oath or affirmation in the following form: ‘I do solemnly swear (or affirm) 
that I will bear true faith and allegiance to the United States of America and 
will support and defend the Constitution and laws of the United States against 
all its enemies, foreign and domestic.’ ” 

But, whereas section 1001(f)(1) sets aside as a special group and, by a dis- 
¢«laimer oath, discriminates against students who apply for loans or fellow- 
ships: and 





AMENDING EDUCATION ACT OF 1958 143: 


Whereas section 1001(f) (2) gives proper assurances of loyalty to the Govern- 
ment through a nondiscriminatory oath or affirmation; Be it 

Resolved, That the faculty of the University of Oregon supports the American 
Council on Education’s Committee on Relationships of Higher Education to the 
Federal Government in its efforts to secure the elimination of section 1001 (f) (1) 
of the National Defense Education Act; be it 

Resolved, further, That, if the act is not amended in the current session of 
Congress, so as to remove the discriminatory clause in section 1001(f)(1), the 
faculty consult with the president on the advisability of the acceptance of the 
funds by the University of Oregon. 


SMITH COLLEGE, 
Northampton, Mass., April 9, 1959. 

We oppose section 1001(f) of the National Defense Education Act both in 
principle and in practice. The principle of attaching loyalty oaths to Federal 
grants for education undercuts our expressed confidence in American ideals. 
It is a basic tenet of our educational philosophy that every one have a right to 
free inquiry into and free choice among all points of view. This philosophy as- 
serts that such free inquiry and choice will lead to a fuller understanding of all 
principles and to an affirmation of the values of the American way of life. 
Free intellectual inquiry does not imply seditious belief. 

Furthermore, we doubt the effectiveness of the loyalty oath. Loyal citizens 
may be antagonized by being required to take such an oath because it conflicts 
with the principle stated above. Disloyal persons will not hesitate to take the 
oath, nor will it prevent them from acting according to their beliefs. Requiring 
a loyalty oath as a condition for Federal aid to students establishes a precedent 
of unwarranted Government interference with academic freedom. 

We urge the immediate repeal of section 1001 (f) on these grounds. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SMITH COLLEGE. 


The faculty of Dartmouth College expresses its disapproval of the require- 
ment of section 1001(f), title X, of the National Defense Education Act of 1958, 
which reads: 

“No * * * funds * * * shall be used to make payments or loans to any individ- 
ual unless such individual (1) has executed and filed with the Commissioner [of 

Wducation] an affidavit that he does not believe in, and is not a member of and 
does not support any organization that believes in or teaches the overthrow of 
the United States Government by force or violence or by any illegal or uncon- 
stitutional methods, and (2) has taken and subscribed to an oath or affirmation 
in the following form: ‘I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will bear true 
faith and allegiance to the United States of America and will support and de- 
fend the Constitution and laws of the United States against all its enemies, 
foreign and domestic.’ ” 

This requirement, which will apply to large numbers of young people seek- 
ing loans, fellowships, and grants to carry on their education, and also to many 
members of the academic profession, is objectionable : 

1. Compelling applicants for aid to disavow a “belief,” of whatever kind, is 
inconsistent with our great traditions of free thought. This faculty associates 
itself with the views expressed by Justice Rober H. Jackson in these words: 

“The priceless heritage of our society is the unrestricted constitutional right 
of each member to think as he will. Thought control is a copyright of totali- 
tarianism, and we have no claim to it. * * * I think that under our system it is 
time enough for the law to lay hold of a citizen when he acts illegally, or in 
some rare circumstances when his thoughts are given illegal utterance. I think 
we must let his mind alone.” 

2. Experience proves that such loyalty oath and affidavit requirements are not 
effective ways of separating the loyal from the disloyal. At best, they are super- 
fluous and at worst they negate the purpose of the act. Subversive individuals 
will not hesitate to submit the affidavit, whereas many loyal persons may refuse 
on conscientious grounds to meet the requirement. 

3. Since the Government provides other benefits and loans (social security, 
health insurance, veterans’ benefits, etc.) without requiring such loyalty oaths 
or affidavits, this requirement casts undue suspicion on the acadamic community. 
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Members of the academic community in this country are no more prone to dis- 
loyal conduct or more in need of leyalty testing than the community at large. 

For these reasons, the faculty of Dartmouth College respectively urges the 
Congress of the United States to take prompt steps to delete section 1001(f), 
title X, from the National Defense Edueation Act. 

Voted: That copies of this resolution be sent to each member of the Senate 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare and the House Committee on Educa- 
tion and Labor, and that it also be released to the public. 


KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY 
OF AGRICULTURE AND APPLIED SCIENCE, 
Manhattan, Kans., April 21, 1959. 
Hon. JAMES E. MURRAY, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR Murray: I’m grateful to you for the invitation extended me in 
your telegram of April 20 to appear before the Subcommittee on Education of 
the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare on April 29 during the public hear- 
ing on S. 819, the bill introduced by Senators Kennedy and Clark to amend the 
National Defense Education Act of 1958 in order to Yepeal certain provisions 
requiring affidavits of loyalty and allegiance. I regret exceedingly that a prior 
commitment here in Kansas makes it impossible to accept your invitation. I 
welcome this opportunity, however, to write you my opinion of the proposed 
amendment. 

As you are doubtless aware, the two associations to which Kansas State Uni- 
versity belongs, the American Association of Land-Grant Colleges and State 
Universities and the National Association of State Universities, have both gone 
on record as opposed to the “disclaimer” oath which is included in the National 
Defense Education Act as a requirement for eligibility for student loans. Spe- 
cifically, the act provides that no individual shall be eligible for a loan unless 
he “has executed and filed with the Commissioner an affidavit that he does not 
believe in, and is not a member of, and does not support any organization that 
believes in, or teaches, the overthrow of the United States Government by force 
or violence or by any illegal or unconstitutional methods.” Along with these 
two professional organizations, I personally favor an amendment to the Defense 
Edueation Act which would delete this requirement. 

The requirement of the National Defense Education Act which I have quoted 
above is one more example of students, educators, and educational institutions 
being singled out as uniquely suspect as far as loyalty to the United States is 
concerned. Actually there has been demonstrated repeatedly that no group in 
our Nation is more loyal to our Government and devoted to the principles for 
which it stands than students and educators. 

I am not opposed to loyalty oaths as such although I consider them a singu- 
larly ineffective means of safeguarding the security of our Nation. I am con- 
cerned, and most seriously, over the inference, wherever I encounter it, that 
teachers and students are more suspect than other persons as far as loyalty to 
their country is concerned. 

I should like to refer to another principle involved here. There is wide- 
spread concern that an increase in Federal aid to education in the States will 
inevitably result in onerous Federal control. The section in the National De- 
fense Education Act referred to above is an example of Federal interference of 
the type that could discredit the entire program. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES A. McCaIn, President. 


STATEMENT ON THE DIscLAIMER AFFIDAVIT OF THE NATIONAL DEFENSE 
EpucaTION AcT 


The disclaimer, affidavit added to the Defense Education Act is of concern to 
the Montana State University Chapter of the American Association of University 
Professors for the reasons which follow. 

We recognize the responsibility of Congress to provide for the common de- 
fense, and to provide necessary safeguards so that such efforts are not crippled 
by subversion, disloyalty, and inadequate provisions for security. 
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We also recognize that an attribute of a strong, free people is a representative 
xovernment which imposes the power of the state upon individual citizens only 
where immediate practical necessity is imperative. Individual freedom must be 
‘viewed by such a people and their government as priceless. Government should, 
therefore, err on the side of freedom and restrain its hand wherever possible, 
when it deals in the area of individual freedom. 

Requiring citizens to declare their beliefs, their associations, and their sup- 
port of causes, as a condition to their participation in any program needed for 
the defense of our country, is a limitation upon the complete freedom of in- 
dividuals. It matters not whether this limitation is a trifling one or a great 
hreach of our liberties. Regardless of the degree of the imposition, any infringe- 
ment ef freedom should be justified by an imperative practical necessity. We 
value each component part of our heritage of freedom. 

If this disclaimer affidavit is an unusual requirement, and thus seems to select 
the academic community as one under particular suspicion, that alone is sufficient 
ground for question, and ground for its excision in the absence of clear justifica- 
tion of the immediate need. 

On the other hand, if declarations of loyalty and beliefs are commonly re- 
juired by our Government of all who participate in the Government’s effort to 
provide for the common defense, then the ground for question is broader and 
more serious. All of our citizens are entitled to the respect of our Government. 
All have a claim to freedom and liberty, and a duty to object to the slightest 
nfringement of that claim in the absence of an immediate practical necessity. 
If our Government does indeed commonly require citizens to declare their be 
tiefs, their associations, and their support of causes in this manner, then we 
think that Government has gone too far. We do not take for granted such a 
broad scale erosion of our liberties merely because our Government has made 
ta commonplace. 

We speak here as a chapter of the AAUP and also as a group of citizens of the 
lnited States ; and we categorically oppose the disclaimer affidavit. 

Passed by unanimous vote of the chapter, February 25, 1959. 

ALBERT W. Stone, President. 


AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS, 
RUTGERS, THE STATE UNIVERSITY, 
New BRUNSWICK CHAPTER, 


April 27, 1959. 
tion. Ciirrorp P. CASE, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR CASE: The New Brunswick Chapter of the American Association 
‘f University Professors, Rutgers, the State University, urges you to support 
the efforts currently being made in Congress to repeal the disclaimer affidavit 
requirement in the National Defense Education Act of 1958. House of Repre- 
sentatives bills No. 284, 2332, and 2437 and Senate bill No. 819 contain provision 
for such a repeal. We are pleased to note that the first two of these bills have 
been introduced by Representatives from New Jersey—Congressman Frank 
Thompson, Jr., Democrat, and Congressman Peter Frelinghuysen, Jr., Re- 
peblican. 

The position of our chapter is stated in the following resolution which was 
passed unanimously on April 15, 1959: 

“The Rutgers (New Brunswick) Chapter of the AAUP is concerned about 
the requirement of the National Defense Education Act of 1958 that, as a con- 
dition for the granting of funds under this act, a recipient must file an affidavit 
disclaiming belief, support, or membership in any organization that delieves in 
or teaches the overthrow of the U.S. Government by force or violence or by 
illegal means. 

“In our view this requirement of a ‘test oath’ is vague, discriminatory, in- 
vidious, intimidating, repugnant to our traditions and places those signing it 
under peril of perjury prosecutions based on vague and irresponsible allega- 
tions as to their conduct and beliefs.” 

Yours very truly, 
Monroe BerKowr1Tz, President. 





146 AMENDING EDUCATION ACT OF 1958 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR THOMAS C. HENNINGS, JR., ON S. 819 


Mr. Chairman, the Subcommittee on Education of the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare has just concluded hearings on 8. 819, a bill to amend the 
1958 Defense Education Act to eliminate the requirement in the act which re- 
quires an applicant for a college or university Federal scholarship or loan to 
sign an affidavit that he “does not believe in and is not a member of and does not 
support any organization that believes in or teaches the overthrow of the U.S. 
Government by force or violence or by any illegal or unconstitutional methods.” 

I wish to go on record as being unalterably opposed to this so-called loyalty 
affidavit. I have long protested these mandatory oaths. They do not afford 
even the slightest protection against those who might be disloyal since those 
persons, of course, would be the first to perjure themselves. 

On the other hand, they are offensive to loyal and patriotie students who find 
such oaths distasteful as a matter of principle. Discouraging reputable and 
outstanding institutions from accepting funds under the National Defense Edu- 
cation Act because of this unnecessary and offensive disclaimer affidavit defeats 
the very purpose of the act. 

I, therefore, protest section 1001 of the act and urge the subcommittee recom- 
mend its repeal. I will give my full support to S. 819 during this session of the 
Congress. 


x 








